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ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[ 40  CFR  Part  52  ] 

COLORADO;  APPROVAL  AND  PROMULGA¬ 
TION  OF  IMPLEMENTATION  PLANS 

Notice  of  Proposed  Rule  Making 

On  May  31,  1972  (37  FR  19842),  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  110  of  the  cnean  Air  Act 
and  40  CTR  Part  51,  the  Administrator 
approved,  with  specific  exceptions,  State 
plans  for  implementation  of  the  National 
Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards.  On  that 
date,  the  Governor  of  Colorado  was  ad¬ 
vised  that  in  order  to  complete  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  §§  51.11(b)  and  51.14,  a 
transportation  and  or  land  use  control 
strategy  for  the  Metropolitan  Denver  In¬ 
trastate  Air  Quality  Control  Region 
(hereinafter,  the  Metropolitan  Denver 
Region)  was  to  be  submitted  to  the  Ad- 
ministraitor  by  February  15,  1973. 

On  January  31,  1973,  the  U.S.  Court  of 
Appeals  for  the  District  of  Columbia  Cir¬ 
cuit  (Natural  Resources  Defense  Coiui- 
cil,  Inc.,  et  al.  v.  Environmental  Pro¬ 
tection  Agency  (civil  action  No.  72-1522) 
found  that  the  Administrator  did  not 
conform  to  the  strict  requirements  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act  of  1970  in  permitting  sev¬ 
eral  States  to  delay  submission  of  trans¬ 
portation  control  portions  of  their  im¬ 
plementation  plans  until  February  15, 
1973,  and  in  granting  extensions  until 
mid- 1977  for  attainment  of  the  national 
primary  ambient  air  quality  standards 
without  following  the  procedures  estab¬ 
lished  in  section  110,  42  U.S.C.  1857C-5 
(e) .  Accordingly,  the  court  ordered  that 
the  Administrator  rescind  the  extension 
granted  the  States  for  implementation  of 
the  transportation  and/or  land  use  con¬ 
trol  FK>rtion  of  their  implementation 
plans.  The  affected  States,  including 
Colorado,  were  required  to  submit  a  con¬ 
trol  plan  by  April  15,  1973.  The  plan  was 
to  show  attainment  of  the  National  Am¬ 
bient  Air  Quality  Standards  for  photo¬ 
chemical  oxidants  (hydrocarbons)  and 
carbon  monoxide  as  expeditiously  as 
practicable  but  no  later  than  May  31, 
1975. 

This  proposal  is  a  result  of  certain  de¬ 
ficiencies  which  have  been  noted  by  the 
Administrator  in  his  preliminary  review 
of  the  Colorado  Transportation  Control 
Plan.  Following  the  expiration  of  the 
21 -day  comment  period  on  the  supple¬ 
mental  information  submitted  by  the 
Governor  of  Colorado  on  July  16,  1973, 
the  Administrator  will  announce  a  de¬ 
cision  on  the  approvability  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  Plan  prior  to  the  public  hearings 
scheduled  on  September  10,  1973.  Addi¬ 
tional  proposals  by  EPA  may  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  public  in  the  Federal  Reg¬ 
ister  or  portions  of  this  proposal  deleted 
if  appropriate. 

Pollution  in  the  Metropolitan 
Denver  Region 

The  Metropolitan  Denver  Region  lies 
within  the  South  Platte  River  drainage 
basin.  Pollution  problems  associated  with 
motor  vehicle  generated  carbon  monox¬ 
ide  and  photochemical  oxidants  (hydro¬ 
carbons)  occur  during  periods  of  stable 


atmospheric  conditions  with  light  winds. 
The  South  Platte  River  flows  from 
southwest  to  northeast  through  the  cmi- 
ter  of  Denver,  with  land  elevation  gen¬ 
erally  decreasing  toward  the  northeast. 
The  mountains  rise  to  about  8,000  ft. 
above  sea  level  to  the  west  and  6,000  to 
7,000  ft.  to  the  southwest.  ITus  toF>o- 
graphic  pattern  results  in  downslope  or 
drainage  winds  from  the  south  through 
the  southwest  during  the  night  and  into 
the  morning  hours.  As  daytime  heating 
takes  effect,  upslope  or  toward-the- 
mountains  wind  flow  occurs,  and  maybe 
over  a  considerably  wider  range  from 
north-northeast  to  south-southeast.  This 
local  wind  regime  is  strongest  when  the 
general  weather  situation  is  quiet  and 
imder  the  influence  of  a  weak  pressure 
gradient. 

The  Primary  National  Ambient  Air 
Quality  Standard  for  photochemical  oxi¬ 
dants  is  160  Mg/m’  (0.08  part  per  mil¬ 
lion  (ppm)  average)  maximum  1-hour 
concentration,  not  to  be  exceeded  more 
than  once  per  year.  The  standard,  pro¬ 
mulgated  on  April  30,  1971  (36  FR  8186), 
is  intended  to  avoid  adverse  effects  on 
human  visual  and  respiratory  systems 
that  have  been  observed  on  days  when 
estimated  hourly  average  concentration 
of  photochemical  oxidants  reach  0.10 
ppm.  A  level  of  0.08  ppm  was  therefore 
judged  necessary  by  the  Administrator 
to  protect  public  health  with  an  ade¬ 
quate  margin  of  safety,  as  required  by 
the  Act. 

The  second  highest  recorded  1-hour 
average  concentration  of  oxidants  in  the 
Metropolitan  Denver  Region  was  0.18 
ppm.  This  concentration  was  recorded  in 
1971  and  using  the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  hydrocarbons  emissions  and  am¬ 
bient  photochemical  oxidant  concentra- 
tiMi,  as  defined  in  Appendix  J,  40  CFR 
51,  a  60  percent  reduction  in  hydro¬ 
carbon  emissions  is  required. 

The  Primary  National  Ambient  Air 
Quality  Standards  for  carbon  monoxide 
are  35  ppm  maximum  l-hom  concentra¬ 
tion  and  9  ppm  maximum  8-hour  con¬ 
centration,  each  not  to  be  exceeded  more 
than  once  per  year.  These  standards  are 
intended*  to  prevent  adverse  effects 
caused  by  the  absorption  of  carbon  mon¬ 
oxide  by  blood  hemoglobin. 

The  second  highest  1-hour  and  8-hour 
carbon  monoxide  concentrations  were 
recorded  in  1971  in  the  Metropolitan 
Denver  Region.  The  concentrations  are 
51  ppm  and  24.7  ppm  respectively.  Con¬ 
trol  measures  adequate  to  ensure  meet¬ 
ing  the  8-hour  carbon  monoxide  stand¬ 
ard  will  also  ensure  meeting  the  1-hoiu* 
carbon  monoxide  standard.  Utilizing  a 
proF)ortional  rollback  technique  a  64  p)er- 
cent  reduction  in  carbon  monoxide  emis¬ 
sions  is  required. 

Colorado  faces  a  unique  situation.  The 
high  altitude  provokes  and  intensifies 
the  air  pollution  problem,  particularly 
that  associated  with  mobile  sources.  Be¬ 
cause  of  Colorado’s  high  altitude  (an 
average  elevation  of  6,800  ft.  above  sea 
level)  problems  are  comp>ounded  between 
pollutant  levels,  density  of  atmosphere, 
and  effects  on  human  health.  Acquiring 
data  which  accurately  reflects  true  emis¬ 
sions  at  Denver’s  altitude  create  prob¬ 


lems  in  selection  of  appropriate  control 
strategies  for  the  Metropolitan  Denver 
Region. 

SUMBIARY  OF  CONTROL  REQUIREMENTS 

The  best  information  available  to  the 
Administrator  indicates  that  the  antici¬ 
pated  decrease  in  motor  vehicle  emis¬ 
sions  from  the  Federal  Motor  Vehicle 
Control  Program  (FMVCP)  will  be  insuf¬ 
ficient  to  permit  meeting  the  National 
Standards  by  May  31,  1975.  This  infor¬ 
mation  indicates  further  that  the  degree 
of  control  of  hydrocarbon  emissions  nec¬ 
essary  to  meet  the  1-hour  photochemical 
oxidant  standard  is  greater  than  the  de¬ 
gree  of  control  necessary  to  meet  either 
the  1-hour  or  8-hour  carbon  monoxide 
standards.  Stationary  sources  of  hydro¬ 
carbons  contribute  significantly  to  the 
photochemical  oxidant  problem  in  the 
Metropolitan  Denver  Region,  and  control 
of  these  sources  will  contribute  to  the 
necessary  emissions  reductions  for  hy¬ 
drocarbons.  The  balance  of  reduction 
necessary  will  come  from  controls  on 
mobile  source  emissions.  ’The  same 
amount  of  control  necessary  to  meet  the 
photochemical  oxidants  standards  will 
ensure  meeting  the  8-hour  standard  for 
carbon  monoxide. 

The  State  of  Colorado  submitted  to 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  on 
June  4,  1973  a  plan  for  attainment  of 
the  standards  and  a  request  for  an  exten¬ 
sion  of  2  years.  EPA  is  currently  review¬ 
ing  this  plan.  The  strategies  in  the  Colo¬ 
rado  submittals  appear  to  be  approvable 
in  concept.  Colorado’s  strategies  together 
with  those  proposed  here  should  assure 
attainment  of  the  standard.  The  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  however,  is  withholding  ap¬ 
proval  at  this  time  pending  the  evalua¬ 
tion  of  supplemental  information  which 
has  been  received  from  the  State  of  Colo¬ 
rado  and  the  expiration  of  the  public 
comment  period. 

Should  the  Administrator  approve  the 
Colorado  plan,  such  approval  would  rep¬ 
resent  EPA  sanction  of  a  plan  which  is 
less  specific  as  to  individual  strategies 
than  would  be  acceptable  from  a  sea  level 
region.  The  altitude  of  the  Denver  area 
precludes  the  arbitrary  selection  of  a  re¬ 
trofit  device  or  a  particular  inspection/ 
maintenance  program.  Data  to  justify 
such  a  selection  does  not  exist.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  AdministratoE.  is  considering 
approval  of  the  Colorado  plan  to  develop 
those  strategies  for  high  altitude  areas.  A 
firm  commitment  from  the  State  has 
been  received  to  imdertake  this  develop¬ 
ment  effort  and  has  now  been  mandated 
by  Colorado  Senate  Bill  893  which  is  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Administrator  as  part  of 
the  supplemental  information  received 
on  July  16,  1973.  Because  of  the  lack  of 
data  at  high  altitude,  EPA  development 
of  these  strategies  would  require  essen¬ 
tially  the  levels  of  effort  and  amount  of 
time  required  in  the  State  plan.  EPA  is 
now  cooperating  in  the  effort  to  develop 
a  suitable  retrofit  device  for  pre-1968 
vehicles,  high  altitude  modification  and 
tuning  specificatiems,  and  a  high  altitude 
inspection /maintenance  program. 

■The  commitment  expressed  by  the 
Colorado  legrislature  in  Senate  Bill  393 
allocates  resources  to  the  Colorado  pollu- 
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tion  control  program  at  a  level  which  is 
reasonable  and  proper. 

Prior  to  the  submission  of  the  supple¬ 
mental  information,  this  commitment 
did  not  exist  nor  was  a  commitment  to 
implement  compliance  schedules  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  original  submittal.  Even 
though  the  combined  State  of  Colorado 
plan  and  the  proposed  EPA  plan  have 
considered  all  reasonable  strategies,  the 
standards  can  not  be  met  by  1975.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  an  extension  will  be  required 
for  the  Metropolitan  Denver  Region. 

The  transit  improvements,  bikeway 
development,  and  bus/carpool  lanes  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  state  will  provide  a  non¬ 
automotive  increase  in  mobility  for  resi¬ 
dents  of  the  Metropolitan  Denver  Region. 
This  increase  will  be  absorbed  by  a  shift 
away  from  the  private  automobile  due 
to  the  vehicle  restraints  to  be  imposed 
by  the  State  and  the  measures  being  pro¬ 
posed  by  EPA. 

The  supplemental  information  in¬ 
cludes  three  additional  strategies  to¬ 
gether  with  information  which  relates  to 
the  specific  methods  or  techniques  by 
which  the  strategies  proposed  by  the 
State  of  Colorado  will  be  implemented. 
The  strategies  which  are  being  proposed 
here  represent  those  additional  strate¬ 
gies  which  are  necessary  to  achieve  and 
maintain  the  standards  by  May  31,  1977. 
Control  plans  will  not  be  promulgated 
in  final  form  until  the  opportunity  for 
public  participation,  including  public 
hearings,  has  taken  place.  The  measures 
being  proposed  represent  EPA’s  best 
judgment  of  the  most  reasonable  meth¬ 
ods  currently  available  to  meet  air  qual¬ 
ity  standards.  However,  they  may  be 
amended,  others  may  be  added,  or  en¬ 
tirely  new  measures  may  be  chosen  in 
their  place  if  the  comments  received  on 
this  notice  or  EPA’s  own  reexamination 
of  the  problem  indicates  that  such  action 
would  be  warranted. 

The  State  of  Colorado  has  in  its  plan 
a  proposed  regulation  for  the  control  of 
stationary  hydrocarbon  emissions.  Only 
transijortation  and  land  use  controls  may 
be  submitted  in  proposed  form  (40  CFR 
51.22).  EPA  must,  therefore,  propose 
stationary  hydrocarbon  emission  control 
regulations.  If  the  State  of  Colorado 
adopts  suitable  regulations  in  the  future, 
the  EPA  regulations  can  be  withdrawn. 

The  stationary  source  hydrocarbon 
regulations  proposed  herein  are  for  the 
stationary  hydrocarbon  emission.  Only 
control  of  hydrocarbon  emissions  from 
a  variety  of  sources.  The  regulations 
limit  emissions  in  the  areas  of  transpor¬ 
tation  manufacturing  and  processing. 
Regulations  are  also  provided  for  con¬ 
trol  of  gasoline  sales  and  marketing  op¬ 
erations. 

The  emissions  of  carbon  monoxide  af¬ 
fecting  ambient  concentration  within  the 
areas  of  concern  come  almost  entirely 
from  motor  vehicle  sources,  so  that  re¬ 
ductions  required  beyond  those  provided 
by  the  FMVCP  will  need  to  be  effected 
by  transportation  controls  that  reduce 
total  motor  vehicle  emissions.  The  two 
general  types  of  transportation  controls 
available  are  those  that  reduce  the  aver¬ 
age  emission  per  mile  of  vehicle  travel 


and  those  that  reduce  the  number  of 
vehicle  miles  traveled  (VMT) .  The  Colo¬ 
rado  control  plan  together  with  the  EPA 
proposal  set  forth  here  includes  strate¬ 
gies  selected  from  both  these  major  cate¬ 
gories. 

Summary  of  the  Transportation 
Control  Plan 

Of  the  strategies  listed  below,  the  first 
three  were  proposed  in  the  original  Colo¬ 
rado  transportation  control  plan  sub¬ 
mitted  on  June  4,  1973.  The  second  three 
were  proposed  in  the  submittal  of  sup¬ 
plemental  information  on  July  16,  1973. 
The  strategies  are: 

( 1 )  Semi-annual  inspection  and  main¬ 
tenance  program  using  the  idle  test  mode 
to  be  fully  implemented  by  December  1, 

1975. 

(2)  Air  bleed  retrofit  for  pre-1968  ve¬ 
hicles  to  be  fully  implemented  by  July  1, 

1976. 

(3)  High  altitude  modification  and 
tuning  specifications  for  1968-1975  ve¬ 
hicles  to  be  fully  implemented  by  July  1, 
1976. 

The  following  strategies  are  to  be  im¬ 
plemented  by  December  1,  1974: 

(4)  Designation  of  mandatory  bus/car¬ 
pool  lanes. 

(5)  Limitation  on  the  construction  of 
future  parking  facilities. 

(6)  Removal  of  on-street  parking  in 
the  core  area. 

The  State  of  Colorado  has  also  in¬ 
cluded  improvements  in  public  transit 
and  expanded  bikeway  development  and 
use  to  reduce  the  number  of  vehicle  miles 
traveled.  EPA  has  determined  that  an 
additional  measure  to  reduce  VMT  is 
necessary.  Accordingly,  EPA  is  proposing 
a  limitation  on  gasoline  sales  at  fiscal 
year  1973  levels  to  be  effective  on  July  1, 
1974,  and  a  31  percent  reduction  in  VMT 
attained  by  the  same  method  to  be  ef¬ 
fective  on  May  31,  1977. 

The  31  percent  reduction  is  not  man¬ 
dated  in  the  proposed  regulations.  The 
State  is  required  by  January  1,  1977  to 
evaluate  the  reductions  in  VMT  achieved 
through  other  strategies  prior  to  that 
date,  and  project  the  necessary  VMT 
reduction  to  be  achieved  through  gasoline 
sales  limitation.  'The  31  percent  repre¬ 
sents  EPA’s  best  estimate  of  this  required 
reduction  based  on  current  data. 

The  statement  of  a  requirement  for  a 
31  percent  VMT  reduction  is  somewhat 
misleading  when  viewed  in  the  context 
of  the  gasoline  sales  limitations  to  be 
imposed  earlier.  The  31  percent  is  a  re¬ 
duction  from  projected  1977  levels  rather 
than  1971  levels.  The  sales  limitation  on 
gasoline  should  effectively  stop  growth  in 
VMT,  hence  the  actual  reduction  from 
current  levels  should  be  somewhat  less 
than  31  percent. 

Gasoline  limitation  was  selected  be¬ 
cause  it  was  originally  included  in  the 
Colorado  submittal  as  one  of  the  State’s 
strategies  and  seemed  most  practical 
particularly  in  view  of  its  low  cost  of 
implementation.  Furthermore,  imple¬ 
mentation  of  the  strategy  to  account  for 
a  significant  VMT  reduction  might  not 
be  necessary.  The  required  VMT  reduc¬ 
tion  may  be  achieved  by  the  State 


through  other  means  such  aT  mass  im¬ 
provements.  The  relative  ease  of  imple¬ 
mentation  of  gas  limitation  compared  to 
many  other  strategies  makes  it  attractive 
in  a  situation  such  as  Colorado’s  where 
there  is  a  significant  chance  that  it  may 
not  have  to  be  implemented.  Eight  of  the 
alternative  strategies  would  probably  re¬ 
quire  more  cost  and  capital  expenditure 
prior  to  implementation  than  gas  limita¬ 
tion  and  similarly  would  require  more 
lead  time. 

A  system  for  the  limitation  of  auto  use 
by  means  of  colored  license  plates  or 
stickers  is  one  alternative  to  the  limita¬ 
tion  of  gasoline.  In  such  a  system,  the 
vehicle  population  would  be  divided  ran¬ 
domly  into  five  groups.  Each  group  would 
be  assigned  a  colored  sticker  or  license 
plate.  One  working  day  each  week  one 
color  group  would  be  excluded  from  the 
Denver  core  area.  Such  a  limitation 
would  lessen  congestion  in  the  downtown 
area,  and  serve  to  encourage  carpooling, 
bicycle  utilization  and  the  use  of  transit. 
In  other  areas  where  such  a  system  has 
been  proposed  by  EPA,  however,  the  pe¬ 
riod  of  operation  of  the  system  has  been 
limited  to  that  part  of  the  annual  season 
when  air  quality  is  worse.  If  instituted  in 
Denver,  preliminary  indications  reflect 
that  poor  air  quality  is  somewhat  less 
seasonal  than  in  other  cities.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  license  plate  or  sticker  system 
could  be  required  throughout  the  year. 

The  second  alternative  to  gasoline 
limitation  involves  the  use  of  catalytic 
converter  retrofit.  This  retrofit  package 
is  applicable  to  controlled  (post  67)  cars, 
and  is  estimated  to  have  a  cost  of  $100 
to  $200.  Reductions  which  can  be 
achieved  through  this  retrofit  are  sub¬ 
stantial,  but  longer  lead  times  for  the 
development  of  the  program  would  re¬ 
quire  institution  of  other  control  meas¬ 
ures  prior  to  the  retrofit.  One  of  the 
primary  reasons  for  the  initial  rejection 
of  this  approach  is  that  there  is  consider¬ 
able  uncertainty  surrounding  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  a  catalyst  in  a  high  altitude 
environment.  Current  indications  are 
that  the  catalysts  would  be  available  in 
sufficient  quantity  by  the  necessary  time 
to  allow  retrofitting  the  affected  vehicle 
population  in  the  Metropolitan  Denver 
Region.  Comments  are  particularly 
solicited  from  the  public  regarding  the 
desirability  of  gasoline  sales  limitations 
versus  the  alternatives  of  auto  use  limita¬ 
tion  by  stickers  or  license  plate  and  the 
catalytic  retrofit. 

As  shown  in  Table  I,  the  proposed 
EPA  regulations,  together  with  the  stra¬ 
tegies  proposed  by  the  State  of  Colorado 
in  their  Transportation  Control  Plan, 
ensure  attainment  of  the  National  Am¬ 
bient  Air  Quality  Standards  for  carbon 
monoxide  and  photochemical  oxidants 
(hydrocarbons)  by  May  31,  1977.  If  the 
reductions  for  the  hardware  devices,  as 
determined  by  actual  investigation,  are 
found  to  be  less  than  those  claimed  by 
the  State  of  Colorado,  a  plan  revision  will 
be  necessary  to  implement  strategies  to 
compensate  for  the  loss. 

The  three  strategies  proposed  by  the 
Governor  of  Colorado  in  the  submission 
of  supplemental  information  are  de- 
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signed  to  reduce  vehicle  miles  of  travel  in 
the  Region.  These  proposals  are  similar 
to  those  that  have  been  proposed  by 
EPA  in  other  areas. 

Economic  and  Social  Impact  of  the 
Transportation  Control  Plan 

Congress  recognized  that  the  achieve¬ 
ment  of  the  goals  of  the  Clean  Air  Act 
would  have  a  significant  impact  on  many 
urban  areas  A  thorough  quantitative  as¬ 
sessment  of  the  impact  of  the  plan  on  the 
economic  and  social  fabric  of  the  com¬ 
munity  has  not  been  possible  due  to  the 
lack  of  time  and  the  innate  complexity 
of  the  issues.  In  the  judgment  of  the 
Administrator,  the  following  impact  may 


occur.  First,  vehicle  owners  may  have  to 
assume  the  direct  cost  of  emission  abate¬ 
ment  equipment  required  to  bring  their 
vehicle  into  compliance.  Second,  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  mobility  of  workers  and  con¬ 
sumers  could  have  some  impwict  on  the 
economic  fabric  of  the  community.  Third, 
interferences  with  the  ability  of  citizens 
to  move  as  freely  as  before  may  slightly 
alter  the  life  style  of  the  region.  Obvi¬ 
ously,  the  severity  of  the  impact  depends 
on  the  degree  of  vehicle  use  restriction, 
the  manner  in  which  direct  costs  of 
abatement  equipment  is  financed,  and 
the  degree  to  w'hich  the  effects  can  be 
ameliorated  by  improvement  of  the 
transit  system. 


Tari-e  I 

COMni.ATlON  OF  CoNTISOl.  SiRATEOY  EFFECTS  ON  CARttON  MoNOMI'E  ANI>  1 1  YOHfK'ARIlON  EMIS.SIONS 
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plan  on  the  economy  of  the  area  are 
primarily  dependent  on  the  extent  of 
the  necessary  reduction  in  VMT.  Since 
the  degree  of  restriction  is  relatively 
small,  it  is  expected  that  the  principal 
effects  will  be  more  a  matter  of  social 
adjustment  than  of  serious  economic 
consequences. 

EPA  Efforts  to  Mitigate  the  Effects 

OF  Proposed  Regulations 

Together  with  the  Colorado  Implemen¬ 
tation  Plan,  the  effect  of  these  proposed 
regulations  will  eliminate  the  air  pollu¬ 
tion  danger  to  human  health  and  welfare 
that  exists  in  the  Metropolitan  Denver 
Region.  They  may,  however,  have  adverse 
economic  and  social  impacts,  and  the 
Administrator  will  make  every  effort 
possible  to  mitigate  the  effects  of  his  final 
promulgation.  He  will  be  in  contact  with 
the  Department  of  Transportation  and 
with  other  departments  as  necessary. 
The  Administrator  of  EPA  w'ill  request 
that  the  departments  and  agencies  give 
special  attention  to  the  need  for  funding 
adequate  mass  transit  to  replace  the 
automobile  travel  eliminated  by  any  pro¬ 
mulgated  control  measures. 

Public  Comments  Solicited 

The  Administrator- intends  that  the 
finally  adopted  plans  be  as  responsive  as 
possible  to  the  needs  of  the  Metropolitan 
Denver  Region.  He  therefore  desires  to 


of  the  public  on  the  problems  of  achiev¬ 
ing  the  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards. 
Comments  are  particularly  invited  per¬ 
taining  to  other  measures  that  may  be 
taken  by  Federal,  State  or  local  author¬ 
ities  to  support  or  supplement  these 
measures,  and  pertaining  to  the  com¬ 
parative  social  and  economic  effects  of 
alternative  pollution  control  measures. 
A  public  hearing  will  be  held  on  Septem¬ 
ber  10,  1973,  at  10:00  a.m.,  Denver  Post 
Office  Auditorium,  Denver,  Colorado. 

The  Administrator’s  final  promulga¬ 
tion  of  transportation  controls  for  the 
Metropolitan  Denver  Region  will  be  in- 
fiuenced  by  the  comments  and  testimony 
he  receives,  as  well  as  by  the  supplemen¬ 
tal  information  which  has  been  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  State  of  Colorado,  and  by 
any  further  approvable  strategies  which 
are  submitted  by  the  State  as  part  of  the 
Colorado  Implementation  Plan.  These 
infiuences,  and  the  additional  analysis 
of  alternative  strategies  that  can  be  made 
in  the  time  between  this  proposal  and 
final  promulgation,  may  lead  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  to  adopt  final  regulations  that 
differ  in  important  ways  from  this  pro¬ 
posal. 

Submittal  of  Comments 

Interested  persons  may  participate  in 
this  rule  making  by  submitting  written 
comments,  preferably  in  triplicate,  to  the 
Regional  Administrator,  EPA,  Region 


VIII,  Suite  900,  1860  Lincoln  Street, 
Denver,  Colorado  80203.  All  relevant 
comments  received  on  or  before  Septem¬ 
ber  4,  1973  will  be  considered.  Comments 
on  the  supplemental  information  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  State  will  also  be  accepted 
during  the  same  time  period.  Receipt 
of  comments  will  be  acknowledged,  but 
substantive  responses  to  individual  com¬ 
ments  will  not  be  provided.  Comments 
received  will  be  available  for  public  in¬ 
spection  during  normal  business  hours  at 
the  EPA  Region  VIII  Office  and  at  the 
Freedom  of  Information  Center,  EPA, 
401  M  Street,  SW.,  Washington,  D.C. 
20460.  The  changes  proposed  by  this  no¬ 
tice  with  appropriate  modification  will 
be  effective  as  noted.  This  notice  of  pro¬ 
posed  rule  making  is  issued  under  the 
authority  of  section  110(c)  and  301(a) 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

(42  U.S.C.  1857c  et  seq.) 

Dated:  July  24, 1973. 

Robert  W.  Fri, 
Acting  Administrator. 

It  is  proposed  to  amend  Part  52  of 
Chapter  I,  Title  40,  of  the  Code  of  Fed¬ 
eral  Regulations  as  follows: 

Subpart  G — Colorado 

1.  Subpart  G  is  amended  by  adding 
§§  52.329  through  52.338  as  follows: 

§  52. .329  Gasoline  limitations. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Ba.se  year”  means  the  consecu¬ 
tive  12 -month  period  commencing  on 
July  1.  1972,  and  ending  June  30,  1973. 

(2>  “Distributor”  means  any  corpora¬ 
tion.  partnership,  or  sole  proprietorship 
which  transports  or  stores  or  causes  the 
transportation  or  storage  of  gasoline  be¬ 
tween  any  refinery  and  any  retail  outlet. 

(3)  “Retail  outlet”  means  any  estab¬ 
lishment  at  which  gasoline  is  sold  or  of¬ 
fered  for  sale  to  the  public,  or  introduced 
into  any  vehicle. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  within 
the  Metropolitan  Denver  Intrastate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region  (hereafter  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  Region)  to  all  distribu¬ 
tors  of  gasoline,  to  any  retail  outlet  in 
this  area,  and  to  the  owners  or  operators 
of  all  retail  outlets  in  this  area. 

(c)  Beginning  July  1,  1974,  the  State 
of  Colorado  shall  implement  regulations 
limiting  the  total  gallonage  of  gasoline 
delivered  to  retail  outlets  in  the  Region 
to  the  amount  delivered  to  such  outlets 
during  the  base  year. 

(d)  Beginning  May  31,  1977,  the  State 
of  Colorado  shall  implement  regulations 
limiting  the  total  gallonage  of  gasoline 
delivered  to  retail  outlets  to  that  amount 
which,  when  combusted,  will  not  result 
in  the  ambient  air  quality  standard  being 
exceeded.  The  State  shall  by  January  1, 
1977,  submit  to  the  Administrator  regu¬ 
lations  to  accomplish  this  limitation.  'The 
amount  of  limitation  required  shall  also 
be  specified. 

(e)  In  order  for  the  State  to  determine 
the  amount  of  gasoline  delivered  during 
the  base  year  and  years  during  which 
control  is  in  effect,  all  distributors  to 
which  this  section  applies  shall  provide 
the  State  with  a  detailed  accounting  of 
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the  amount  of  gasoline  delivered  to  each 
retail  outlet  in  the  Region  during  the 
base  year  and  years  during  which  control 
is  in  effect.  For  each  year  during  which 
control  is  in  effect,  the  owner  or  operator 
of  each  retail  outlet  to  which  this  section 
applies  shall  provide  the  State  with  a 
detailed  accounting  of  gasoline  received 
from  each  distributor,  the  total  amount 
of  gasoline  sold  during  the  year,  and 
the  amount  of  gasoline  on  hand  at  the 
beginning  and  end  of  the  year.  The  State 
may  require  any  other  reports  as  it  may 
deem  necessary  for  the  implementation 
of  this  section. 

<f )  The  State  of  Colorado  shall  submit 
no  later  than  November  1,  1973,  a  de¬ 
tailed  compliance  schedule  showing 
steps  it  will  take  to  establish  and  enforce 
the  limitation  program  specified  in  para¬ 
graphs  (c)  and  (d)  of  this  section 
including: 

(1)  The  text  of  needed  statutory  pro¬ 
posals  and  needed  regulations  which  it 
will  propose  for  adoption. 

(2)  A  date  by  which  the  State  shall 
adopt  procedures  to  ensure  that  no  more 
than  the  amount  of  gasoline  specified  in 
paragraph  (c)  of  this  section  is  delivered 
to  retail  outlets  in  the  Region.  Such  date 
shall  be  no  later  than  March  30,  1974. 

<3)  A  date  by  which  the  State  shall 
determine  the  total  gallonage  deliverable 
to  limit  the  vehicle  miles  traveled  in  the 
Region  by  light  duty  gasoline  fueled 
vehicles  to  that  amount  specified  in  para¬ 
graph  (d)  of  this  section.  Such  date  shall 
be  no  later  than  March  1,  1977. 

(4)  A  date  by  which  any  report  neces¬ 
sary  for  establishing  such  procedures 
will  be  furnished  to  the  State  by  the  dis¬ 
tributors.  Such  date  shall  be  no  later 
than  January  1,  1974. 

(5)  Designation  of  an  agency  respon¬ 
sible  for  implementation  and  monitoring 
of  this  program. 

(g)  Failure  to  comply  with  any  provi¬ 
sion  of  this  section  shall  render  the 
person  or  governmental  entity  so  failing 
to  comply  in  violation  of  a  requirement 
of  an  applicable  implementation  plan 
and  subject  to  enforcement  under  sec¬ 
tion  113  of  the  Clean  Air  Act.  With  re¬ 
gard  to  compliance  schedules,  a  State 
will  be  considered  to  have  failed  to  com¬ 
ply  with  the  requirements  of  this  section 
if  it  fails  to  timely  submit  any  required 
compliance  schedule,  or  if  the  compliance 
schedule  when  submitted  does  not  con¬ 
tain  in  satisfactory  form  each  of  the  ele¬ 
ments  it  is  required  to  contain. 

§  52. .3.30  Control  of  ilry  rioaniiig  .sol¬ 
vent  rviiporntion. 

(a)  “Drycleaning  operation”  means 
that  process  by  which  an  organic  solvent, 
as  defined  in  §  52.332(k),  is  used  in  the 
commercial  cleaning  of  garments  and 
other  fabric  material. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Denver  Intrastate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region. 

(c)  No  person  shall  operate  a  dry- 
cleaning  operation  unless  the  uncon¬ 
trolled  organic  emissions  from  such 
operation  have  been  reduced  at  least  85 
percent  except  that  drycleaning  opera¬ 
tions  emitting  less  than  3  pounds  per 
hour  and  less  than  15  pounds  per  day  of 


uncontrolled  organic  materials  are  ex¬ 
empt  from  the  requirements  of  this 
section. 

(d)  If  incineration  is  used  as  a  control 
technique,  90  percent  or  more  of  the 
carbon  in  the  organic  compounds  being 
incinerated  must  be  oxidized  to  carbon 
dioxide.  Compliance  with  this  require¬ 
ment  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  §  52.338. 

(e)  Any  owner  or  operator  of  a  sta¬ 
tionary  source  subject  to  this  section 
shall  achieve  compliance  with  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  paragraph  (c)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  by  discontinuing  the  xise  of  photo- 
chemically  reactive  solvents  as  defined 
by  §  52.332(1)  no  later  than  January  31, 
1974,  or  by  controlling  emissions  in 
accordance  with  the  requirements  of 
§  52.338. 

§  52.331  Dogrra»iiiig  Operations. 

(a)  “Degreasing”  means  the  operation 
of  using  an  organic  solvent  as  a  surface 
cleaning  agent  prior  to  fabricating,  sur¬ 
face  coating,  electroplating,  or  any  other 
process. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Denver  Intrastate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region. 

(c)  No  person  shall  use  for  degreasing 
any  organic  solvent  other  than  perchlo- 
roethylene  or  saturated  halogenated 
hydrocarbons  after  January  31, 1974. 

§  52.332  Organic  solvent  usage. 

(a)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Denver  Intrastate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region.  Compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  paragraphs  (b) 
through  (i)  of  this  section  shall  be  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
§  52.338. 

(b)  A  per-son  shall  not  discharge  more 
than  15  pounds  of  organic  materials  into 
the  atmosphere  in  any  one  day  from  any 
article,  machine,  equipment  or  other 
contrivance  in  which  any  organic  sol¬ 
vent  or  any  material  containing  organic 
solvent  comes  into  contact  with  flame  or 
is  baked,  heat-cured  or  heat  polymer¬ 
ized,  in  the  presence  of  oxygen,  unless 
all  organic  materials  discharged  from 
such  article,  machine,  equipment  or 
other  contrivance  have  been  reduced 
either  by  at  least  85  percent  overall  or 
to  not  more  than  15  pounds  in  any  one 
day. 

(c)  A  person  shall  not  discharge  more 
than  40  pounds  of  organic  material  into 
the  atmosphere  in  any  one  day  from 
any  article,  machine,  equipment  or  other 
contrivance  used  under  conditions  other 
than  described  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this 
section  for  employing,  applying,  evapo¬ 
rating  or  drying  any  photochemically 
reactive  solvent,  as  defined  in  paragraph 
(1)  of  this  section,  or  material  contain¬ 
ing  such  solvent,  unless  all  organic  ma¬ 
terials  discharged  from  such  article,  ma¬ 
chine,  equipment  or  other  contrivance 
have  been  reduced  either  by  at  least  85 
percent  overall  or  to  not  more  than  40 
pounds  in  any  one  day. 

(d)  Any  series  of  articles,  machines, 
equipment  or  other  contrivances  de¬ 
signed  for  processing  a  continuously 
moving  sheet,  web,  strip  or  wire  which 
is  subjected  to  any  combination  of  opera¬ 


tions  described  in  paragraphs  (b)  or 
(c)  of  this  section  involving  any  photo¬ 
chemically  reactive  solvent,  as  defined 
in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  section,  or  ma¬ 
terial  containing  such  solvent,  shall  be 
subject  to  compliance  with  paragraph 
(c)  of  this  section.  Where  only  non- 
photochemically  reactive  solvents  or  ma¬ 
terial  containing  only  non-photochemi- 
cally  reactive  solvents  are  emploj^ed  or 
applied,  and  where  any  portion  or  por¬ 
tions  of  said  series  of  articles,  machines, 
equipment  or  other  contrivances  involves 
operations  described  in  paragraph  (b)  of 
this  section,  said  portions  shall  be  col¬ 
lectively  subject  to  compliance  with  para¬ 
graph  (b)  of  this  section. 

(e)  Emissions  of  organic  materials  to 
the  atmosphere  from  the  cleanup  with 
photochemically  reactive  solvent,  as  de¬ 
fined  in  paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  of 
any  article,  machine,  equipment  or  other 
contrivance  described  in  paragraphs  (b) , 
(c)  or  (d)  of  this  section  shall  be  in¬ 
cluded  with  the  other  emissions  of  or¬ 
ganic  materials  from  that  article,  ma¬ 
chine,  equipment  or  other  contrivance 
for  determining  compliance  with  this 
section. 

(f)  Emissions  of  organic  materials  to 
the  atmosphere  as  a  result  of  spontane¬ 
ously  continuing  drying  of  products  for 
the  first  12  hours  after  their  removal 
from  any  article,  machine,  equipment  or 
other  contrivance  described  in  para¬ 
graphs  (b),  (c),  or  (d)  of  this  section 
shall  be  included  with  other  emissions  of 
organic  materials  from  that  article,  ma¬ 
chine,  equipment  or  other  contrivance 
for  determining  compliance  with  this 
section. 

(g)  Emissions  of  organic  materials  into 
the  atmosphere  required  to  be  controlled 
by  paragraphs  (b),  (c),  or  (d)  of  this 
section  shall  be  reduced  by : 

(1)  Incineration:  Provided,  That  90 
percent  or  more  of  the  carbon  in  the  or¬ 
ganic  material  being  incinerated  is  oxi¬ 
dized  to  carbon  dioxide,  or 

(2)  Adsorption,  or 

(3)  Processing  in  a  manner  determined 
by  the  Administrator  to  be  not  less  effec¬ 
tive  than  the  methods  described  in  para¬ 
graphs  (g)  (1)  or  (2)  of  this  section. 

(h)  A  person  incinerating,  adsorbing, 
or  otherwise  processing  organic  materials 
pursuant  to  this  section  shall  provide, 
properly  install  and  maintain  in  calibra¬ 
tion,  in  good  working  order  and  in  oper¬ 
ation,  devices  as  specified  in  the  authority 
to  construct  or  the  permit  to  operate,  or 
as  specified  by  the  Administrator,  for 
indicating  temperatures,  pressures,  rates 
of  flow  or  other  operating  conditions 
necessary  to  determine  the  degree  and 
effectiveness  of  air  pollution  control. 

(i)  Any  person  using  organic  solvents 
or  any  materials  containing  organic  sol¬ 
vents  shall  supply  the  Administrator, 
upon  request  and  in  the  manner  and 
form  prescribed  by  him,  written  evidence 
of  the  chemical  composition,  physical 
properties  and  amount  consumed  for 
each  organic  solvent  used. 

(j)  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall 
not  apply  to: 

(1)  The  manufacture  of  organic  sol¬ 
vents,  or  the  transport  or  storage  of  or- 
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ganic  solvents  or  materials  containing 
organic  solvents. 

(2)  The  spraying  or  other  employment 
of  insecticides,  pesticides  or  herbicides. 

(3)  The  employment,  application, 
evaporation  or  drying  of  saturated  halo- 
genated  hj’drocarbons  or  perchloroethy- 
lene. 

(4)  Tlie  use  of  any  material,  in  any 
article,  machine,  equipment  or  other  con¬ 
trivance  described  in  paragraphs  (b), 

(c),  (d),  or  (e)  of  this  section,  if: 

<i)  The  volatile  content  of  such  ma¬ 
terial  consists  only  of  water  and  organic 
solvents,  and 

(ii)  The  organic  solvents  comprise  not 
more  than  20  percent  by  volume  of  said 
volatile  content,  and 

(iii)  The  volatile  content  is  not  photo- 
chemically  reactive  as  defined  in  para¬ 
graph  (1)  of  this  section,  and 

(iv)  The  organic  solvent  or  any  mate¬ 
rial  containing  organic  solvent  does  not 
come  into  ccmtact  with  flame. 

(5)  The  use  of  any  material,  in  any 
article,  machine,  equipment  or  other 
contrivance  described  in  paragraphs  (b), 
(c),  (d),  or  (e)  of  this  section,  if: 

( i)  The  organic  solvent  content  of  such 
material  does  not  exceed  20  i>ercent  by 
volume  of  said  material,  and 

(ii)  The  volatile  content  is  not  photo- 
chemically  reactive  as  defined  in  para¬ 
graph  (1)  of  this  section,  and 

(iii)  More  than  50  percent  by  volume 
of  such  volatile  material  is  evaporated 
before  entering  a  chamber  heated  above 
ambient  application  temperature,  and 

(iv)  The  organic  solvent  or  any  mate¬ 
rial  containing  organic  solvent  does  not 
come  into  contact  with  flame. 

(6)  The  use  of  any  material,  in  any 
article,  machine,  equipment  or  other 
contrivance  described  in  paragraphs  (b), 
(c),  (d),  or  (e)  of  this  section,  if: 

(i)  The  organic  solvent  content  of 
such  material  does  not  exceed  5  percent 
by  volume  of  said  material,  and 

(ii)  The  volatile  content  is  not  photo- 
chemically  reactive  as  defined  in  para¬ 
graph  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  and 

(iii)  The  organic  solvent  or  any  mate¬ 
rial  containing  organic  solvent  does  not 
come  into  contact  with  flame. 

(k)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section, 
organic  solvents  include  diluents  and 
thinners  and  are  defined  as  organic  ma¬ 
terials  which  are  liquids  at  standard 
conditions  and  which  are  used  as  dis¬ 
solvers,  viscosity  reducers  or  cleaning 
agents. 

(l)  For  the  purpose  of  this  section,  a 
photochemically  reactive  solvent  is  any 
solvent  with  an  aggregate  or  more  than 
20  percent  of  its  total  volume  composed 
of  the  chemical  compounds  classified  be¬ 
low  or  w’hich  exceeds  any  of  the  follow¬ 
ing  individual  percentage  composition 
limitations,  referred  to  the  total  volume 
of  solvent: 

(1)  A  combination  of  hydrocarbons, 
alcohols,  aldehj'des,  esters,  ethers  or  ke¬ 
tones  having  an  olefinic  or  cyclo-olefinic 
type  of  unsaturation:  5  percent; 

(2)  A  combination  of  aromatic  com¬ 
pounds  with  eight  or  more  carbon  atoms 
to  the  molecule  except  ethylbenzene;  8 
percent; 


(3)  A  combination  of  ethylbenzene, 
ketones  having  branched  liydrocarbon 
structures,  trichloroethylene  or  toluene: 
20  percent. 

(m)  Whenever  any  organic  solvent  or 
any  constituent  of  an  organic  solvent 
may  be  classified  from  its  chemical  struc¬ 
ture  into  more  than  one  of  the  above 
groups  of  organic  compounds,  it  shall  be 
considered  as  a  member  of  the  most  re¬ 
active  chemical  group,  that  is,  that  group 
having  the  least  allow’able  percent  of  the 
total  volume  of  solvents. 

(n)  For  the  purpose  of  this  section, 
organic  materials  are  defined  as  chemical 
compounds  of  carbon  excluding  carbon 
monoxide,  carbon  dioxide,  carbonic  acid, 
metallic  carbides,  metallic  carbonates 
and  ammonium  carbonate. 

(o)  This  section  shall  be  effective  on 
the  date  of  its  adoption  as  to  any  article, 
machine,  equipment  or  other  contrivance 
not  then  completed  and  put  into  service. 
As  to  all  other  articles,  machines,  equip¬ 
ment  or  other  contrivances,  this  section 
shall  be  effective  in  accordance  with 
§  52.338. 

§  52. .333  Storage  of  petroleum  products*. 

(a)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Denver  Intrastate  Air  Qual¬ 
ity  Control  Region.  Compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  paragraph  (b)  of  this 
section  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  §  52.338. 

(b)  A  person  shall  not  place,  store  or 
hold  in  any  stationary  tank,  reservoir  or 
other  container  of  more  than  40,000  gal¬ 
lons  capacity  any  gasoline  or  any  petro¬ 
leum  distillate  having  a  vapor  pressure  of 

I. 5  pounds  per  square  inch  absolute 
(psia)  or  greater  under  actual  storage 
conditions,  unless  such  tank,  reservoir  or 
other  container  is  a  pressure  tank  main¬ 
taining  working  pressures  sufficient  at 
all  times  to  prevent  hydrocarbon  vapor 
or  gas  loss  to  the  atmosphere,  or  is  de¬ 
signed  and  equipped  with  one  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  vapor  loss  control  devices,  prop¬ 
erly  installed,  in  good  working  order  and 
in  operation: 

(1)  A  floating  roof,  consisting  of  a 
pontoon  type  or  double  deck  type  roof, 
resting  on  the  surface  of  the  liquid  con¬ 
tents  and  equipped  with  a  closure  seal, 
or  seals,  to  close  the  space  betw'een  the 
roof  edge  and  tank  w-all.  The  control 
equipment  provided  for  in  this  paragraph 
shall  not  be  used  if  the  gasoline  or  petro¬ 
leum  distillate  has  a  vapor  pressure  of 

II. 0  pounds  per  square  inch  absolute  or 
greater  under  actual  storage  conditions. 
All  tank  gauging  and  sampling  devices 
shall  be  gas-tight  except  when  gauging 
or  sampling  is  taking  place. 

(2)  A  vapor  recovery  system,  consist¬ 
ing  of  a  vapor  gathering  system  capable 
of  collecting  the  hydrocarbon  vapors  and 
gases  discharged  and  a  vapor  disposal 
system  capable  of  processing  such  hydro¬ 
carbon  vapors  and  gases  so  as  to  prevent 
their  emission  to  the  atmosphere  and 
with  all  tank  gauging  and  sampling  de¬ 
vices  gas-tight,  except  when  gauging 
or  sampling  is  taking  place. 

(3)  Other  equipment  of  equal  eflS- 
ciency,  provided  such  equipment  is  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator. 


§  52.331  Organic  liquid  loading. 

(a)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Denver  Intrastate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region.  Compliance  with 
the  requirements  of  paragraphs  (b) 
through  (d)  of  this  section  shall  be  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  §  52.338. 

(b)  No  person  shall  load  organic  liq¬ 
uids  having  a  vapor  pressure  of  1.5  psia 
or  greater  under  actual  loading  condi¬ 
tions  into  any  tank  truck,  trailer,  or  rail¬ 
road  tank  car  from  any  loading  facility 
unless  the  loading  facility  is  equipped 
with  a  vapor  collection  and  disposal  sys¬ 
tem  or  its  equivalent  approved  by  the 
Administrator. 

(c)  Loading  shall  be  accomplished  in 
such  a  manner  that  all  displaced  vapor 
and  air  will  be  vented  only  to  the  vapor 
collection  system.  Measures  shall  be 
taken  to  prevent  liquid  drainage  from 
the  loading  device  when  it  is  not  in  use 
or  to  accomplish  complete  drainage  be¬ 
fore  the  loading  device  is  disconnected. 

(d)  The  vapor  disposal  portion  of  the 
vapor  collection  and  disposal  system  shall 
consist  of  one  of  the  following: 

(1)  An  absorber  system  or  condensa¬ 
tion  system  which  processes  all  vapors 
and  recovers  at  least  90  percent  by  weight 
of  the  organic  vapors  and  gases  from  the 
equipment  being  controlled. 

(2)  A  vapor  handling  system  which 
directs  all  vapors  to  a  fuel  gas  sysvem. 

(3)  Other  equipment  of  an  effic’ency 
equal  to  or  greater  than  subparagraph 
(1)  or  (2)  of  this  paragraph  if  proved  by 
the  Administrator. 

(e)  Tliis  section  shall  apply  only  to 
the  loading  of  organic  liquids  having  a 
vapor  pressure  of  1.5  psia  or  greater 
under  actual  loading  conditions  at  a 
facility  from  which  at  least  20,000  gal¬ 
lons  of  such  organic  liquids  are  loaded  in 
any  one  day. 

(f)  “Loading  facility”  means  any  ag¬ 
gregation  or  combination  of  organic  liq¬ 
uid  loading  equipment  which  is  both  pos¬ 
sessed  by  one  person,  and  located  so  that 
all  the  organic  liquid  loading  outlets  for 
such  aggregation  or  combination  of  load¬ 
ing  equipment  can  be  encompassed 
witliin  any  circle  of  300  feet  in  diameter. 

§  52.335  CaHoline  transfer  vapor  eriilrol. 

(a)  “Gasoline”  means  any  petroleum 
distillate  having  a  Reid  vapor  prfissure  of 
4  pounds  or  greater. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  In  the 
Metropolitan  Denver  Intrastate  Air  Qual¬ 
ity  Control  Region. 

(c)  No  person  shall  transfer  gasoline 
from  any  delivery  vessel  into  any  sta¬ 
tionary  storage  container  with  a  capac¬ 
ity  greater  than  250  gallons  unless  such 
container  is  equipped  with  a  submerged 
fill  pipe  and  unless  the  displaced  vapors 
from  the  storage  container  are  processed 
by  a  system  that  prevents  release  to  the 
atmosphere  of  no  less  than  95  percent 
by  weight  of  organic  compounds  in  the 
said  vapors  displaced  from  the  station¬ 
ary  container  location. 

(1)  The  vapor  recovery  portion  of  the 
system  shall  include  one  or  more  of  the 
following: 

(i)  A  vapor-tight  vapor  return  line 
from  the  storage  container  to  the  deliv¬ 
ery  vessel  and  a  device  that  will  ensure 
that  the  vapor  return  line  is  connected 
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before  gasoline  can  be  transferred  into 
the  container. 

(il)  Refrigeration-condensation  sys¬ 
tem  or  equivalent  designed  to  recover  no 
less  than  95  percent  by  weight  of  the  or¬ 
ganic  compounds  in  the  displaced  vapor. 

(2)  The  vapor-laden  delivery  vessel 
shall  be  subject  to  the  following  condi¬ 
tions: 

(i)  The  delivery  vessel  must  be  so  de¬ 
signed  and  maintained  as  to  be  vapor- 
tight  at  all  times. 

(ii)  The  vapor-laden  delivery  vessel 
may  be  refilled  only  at  facilities  equipped 
with  a  vapor  recovery  system  or  the 
equivalent,  which  can  recover  at  least  90 
percent  by  weight  of  the  organic  com¬ 
pounds  in  the  vapors  displaced  from  the 
delivery  vessel  during  refilling. 

(d)  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (c) 
of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  the  fol¬ 
lowing: 

( 1 )  Stationary  containers  having  a  ca¬ 
pacity  of  less  than  550  gallons  used  ex¬ 
clusively  for  agricultural  operations,  pro¬ 
vided,  however,  said  containers  are 
equipped  with  submerged  fill  pipes. 

(2)  Any  container  having  a  capacity 
of  less  than  2,000  gallons  installed  prior 
to  promulgation  of  this  section. 

(3)  Transfer  made  to  storage  tanks 
equipped  w'ith  floating  roofs  or  their 
equivalent. 

(e)  Compliance  with  this  section  shall 
be  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
§  52.338. 

§  52.3.36  Conlr<tl  of  evaporative  losses 
from  the  filling  of  veliinilar  tanks. 

(a)  “Gasoline”  means  any  petroleum 
distillate  having  a  Reid  vapor  pressure 
of  4  pounds  or  greater. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Denver  Intrastate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region. 

(c)  No  person  shall  transfer  gasoline 
to  an  automotive  fuel  tank  from  gaso¬ 
line  dispensing  systems  unless  the  trans¬ 
fer  is  made  through  a  fill  nozzle  designed 
to: 

(1)  Effect  a  vapor-tight  fit  between 
the  fill  nozzle  and  filler  neck  of  the  auto¬ 
motive  fuel  tank  so  as  to  prevent  dis¬ 
charge  of  hydrocarbon  vapors  to  the  at¬ 
mosphere. 

(2)  Direct  vapor  displaced  from  the 
automotive  fuel  tank  to  a  system  wherein 
at  least  95  percent  by  weight  of  the  or¬ 
ganic  compounds  in  the  displaced  vapors 
are  recovei'ed. 

(3)  Prevent  automotive  fuel  tank 
overfills  or  spillage  on  fill  nozzzle  dis¬ 
connect. 

(d)  The  system  referred  to  in  para¬ 
graph  (c)  of  this  section  can  consist  of 
a  vapor-tight  vapor  return  line  from  the 
fill  nozzle-filler  neck  interface  to  the  dis¬ 
pensing  tank  or  to  an  adsorption,  absorp¬ 
tion,  incineration,  or  refrigeration-con¬ 
densation  system  or  equivalent. 

(e)  Components  of  the  systems  re¬ 
quired  by  §  52.335(c)  can  be  used  for 
compliance  with  paragraph  (c)  of  this 
section. 

(f)  If  demonstrated  to  the  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  the  Administrator  that  it  is  im¬ 
practical  to  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  fill  neck  configuration,  location. 


or  other  design  features,  the  provisions 
of  this  paragraph  shall  not  apply  to 
tanks  on  vehicles  existing  at  the  time 
of  promulgation  of  this  regulation. 

(g)  Compliance  with  this  section  shall 
be  as  follows: 

( 1 )  Contracts  for  emission  control  sys¬ 
tems  or  process  modifications  must  be 
awarded  or  orders  must  be  issued  for  the 
purchase  of  component  parts  to  accom¬ 
plish  emission  control  or  process  modifi¬ 
cation  not  later  than  March  31,  1975. 

(2)  Initiation  of  on-side  construction 
or  installation  of  emission  control  equip¬ 
ment  or  process  change  must  begin  not 
later  than  July  31, 1975. 

(3)  On-site  construction  or  installa¬ 
tion  of  emission  control  equipment  or 
process  modification  must  be  completed 
not  later  than  March  31, 1976. 

(4)  Final  compliance  is  to  be  achieved 
not  later  than  May  31, 1976. 

(5)  Any  owner  or  operator  of  station¬ 
ary  sources  subject  to  the  compliance 
schedule  in  this  paragraph  shall  certify 
to  the  Administrator,  within  5  days  after 
the  deadline  for  each  increment  of  prog¬ 
ress,  whether  or  not  the  required  incre¬ 
ment  of  progress  has  been  met. 

(h)  Paragraph  (g)  of  this  section  shall 
not  apply: 

(1)  To  a  source  which  is  presently  in 
compliance  with  paragraph  (c)  of  this 
section  and  which  has  certified  such 
compliance  to  the  Administrator  by  Sep¬ 
tember  15,  1973.  The  Administrator  may 
request  whatever  information  he  con¬ 
siders  necessary  for  proper  certification. 

(2)  To  a  source  for  which  a  compli¬ 
ance  schedule  is  adopted  by  the  State 
and  approved  by  the  Administrator. 

(3)  To  a  source  whose  owner  or  opera¬ 
tor  submits  to  the  Administrator,  by  Sep¬ 
tember  15,  1973,  a  proposed  alternative 
schedule.  No  such  schedule  may  provide 
for  compliance  after  May  31,  1976.  If 
promulgated  by  the  Administrator,  such 
schedule  shall  satisfy  the  requirements 
of  this  paragraph  for  the  affected  source. 

(i)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  pre¬ 
clude  the  Administrator  from  promul¬ 
gating  a  separate  schedule  for  any  source 
to  which  the  application  of  the  compli¬ 
ance  schedule  in  paragraph  (g)  of  this 
section  fails  to  satisfy  the  requirements 
of  §  51.15(b)  and  (c)  of  this  chapter. 

§  52. .337  Puint  and  varnish  inanufar- 
luring. 

(a)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Denver  Intrastate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region.  Except  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  paragraph  (b)  (1)  of  this  section, 
compliance  with  paragraphs  (b)  and  (c) 
of  this  section  shall  be  in  accordance  with 
the  provision  of  §  52.338. 

(b)  All  persons  engaged  in  the  manu¬ 
facturing  of  paints  shall  fulfill  one  of 
the  following  requirements : 

(1)  Reformulate  paint  to  replace  a 
photochemically  reactive  (§  52.332(1)) 
solvent  with  a  non-photochemically  re¬ 
active  solvent  by  January  31,  1974. 

(2)  Produce  water-base  coatings. 

(3)  Condense  and  absorb  by  sci*ubbing 
with  alkali  or  acid  washes. 

(4)  Scrub  and  adsorb  by  activated 
charcoal  or  other  adsorbants. 

(5)  Combust  organic  emissions. 


(c)  Any  manufacturer  engaged  in  the 
production  of  varnish  shall  not  engage 
in  such  activity  unless  the  manufacturer 
fulfills  the  following  requirements: 

(1)  Remove  copal  vapors  through  in¬ 
stallation  of  a  condensation  unit  which 
has  been  approved  by  the  Admini.strator. 

(2)  Remove  varnish  vapors  tlirough 
installation  of  a  combustion  unit  which 
has  been  approved  by  the  Administrator. 

§  52.3.38  Foderul  complianrc  sclieduirs. 

(a)  Execpt  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(c)  of  this  section,  the  owner  or  opera¬ 
tor  of  any  stationary  souixe  subject  to 
the  requirements  of  §§  52.330,  52.332, 
52.333,  52.334,  52.335,  and  52.337  shall 
comply  with  the  compliance  schedule 
in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section. 

(b)  Compliance  Schedule: 

(1)  September  17,  1973 — Submit  to 
the  Administrator  a  final  control  plan, 
which  describes  at  a  minimum  the  steps 
which  will  be  taken  by  the  source  to 
achieve  compliance  with  the  regulations 
cited  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section. 

(2)  November  16,  1973 — Negotiate  and 
sign  all  necessary  contracts  for  emission 
control  systems  or  process  modifications, 
or  issue  orders  for  the  purchase  of  com¬ 
ponent  parts  to  accomplish  emission  con¬ 
trol  or  process  modification. 

(3)  April  1, 1974 — Initiate  on-site  con¬ 
struction  or  installation  of  emission  con¬ 
trol  equipment  or  process  modification. 

(4)  April  1,  1975 — Complete  on-site 
construction  or  installation  of  emission 
control  equipment  or  process  modifica¬ 
tion. 

(5)  May  31,  1975 — Final  compliance 
with  the  regulations  cited  in  paragraph 
(a)  of  this  section. 

(6)  Any  owner  or  operator  of  station¬ 
ary  sources  subject  to  the  compliance 
schedule  in  this  paragraph  shall  certify 
to  the  Administrator,  within  5  days  after 
the  deadline  for  each  increment  of  prog¬ 
ress,  whether  or  not  the  required  incre¬ 
ment  of  progress  has  been  met. 

(c)  Paragraph  (b)  of  this  section  shall 
not  apply: 

(1)  To  a  source  which  is  presently  in 
compliance  with  the  regulations  cited  in 
paragraph  (a)  of  this  section  and  which 
has  certified  such  compliance  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  by  September  15,  1973.  The 
Administrator  may  request  whatever 
supporting  information  he  considers 
necessary  for  proper  certification. 

(2)  To  a  source  for  which  a  compli¬ 
ance  schedule  is  adopted  by  the  State 
and  approved  by  the  Administrator. 

(3)  To  a  source  whose  owner  or  oper¬ 
ator  submits  to  the  Administrator,  by 
September  15,  1973,  a  proposed  alterna¬ 
tive  schedule.  No  such  schedule  may  pro¬ 
vide  for  compliance  after  May  31,  1975. 
If  promulgated  by  the  Administrator 
such  schedule  shall  satisfy  the  require¬ 
ments  of  this  paragraph  for  the  affected 
source. 

(d)  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall 
preclude  the  Administrator  from  promul¬ 
gating  a  separate  schedule  for  any  source 
to  which  the  application  of  the  compli¬ 
ance  schedule  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this 
section  fails  to  satisfy  the  requirements 
of  §  51.15  (b)  and  (c)  of  this  chapter. 

[FR  Doc.73-15625  FUed  8-l-73;8:45  am] 
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[ 40  CFR  Part  52  ] 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA;  APPROVAL  AND 

PROMULGATION  OF  IMPLEMENTATION 

PLANS 

Notice  of  Proposed  Rule  Making 

The  transportation  control  plan  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  District  of  Columbia  for 
attainment  of  the  primary  National  am¬ 
bient  air  quality  standards  for  carbon 
monoxide  (CO)  and  photochemical  oxi¬ 
dants  for  the  District  of  Columbia  por¬ 
tion  of  the  National  Capital  Interstate 
Region  was  disapproved  in  part  on 
June  15,  1973  (38  FR  16556).  This  Notice 
of  Proposed  Rulemaking  sets  forth  regu¬ 
lations  which  in  the  Administrator’s 
judgment  could  be  implemented  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  approvable  portions  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  plan  to  attain  and 
maintain  the  National  standards  for 
carbon  monoxide  and  photochemical 
oxidants  in  the  District  of  Columbia  por¬ 
tion  of  the  National  Capital  Interstate 
Region. 

If  revisions  to  the  District  plan  are 
submitted  and  determined  to  be  approv¬ 
able  prior  to  Federal  promulgation,  these 
proposed  regulations  will  be  withdrawn. 
If  revisions  to  the  District  plan  are  sub¬ 
mitted  and  determined  to  be  approvable 
after  Federal  promulgation,  then  those 
Federal  regulations  will  be  rescinded.  It 
is  the  desire  of  the  Environmental  Pro¬ 
tection  Agency  that  the  plan  to  attain 
and  maintain  the  carbon  monoxide  and 
photochemical  oxidant  standards  in  the 
District  of  Columbia  portion  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  Interstate  Region  be  a 
Regional  plan  carried  out  by  the  District 
or  its  designated  representative. 

Transportation  Control  Alternatives 

Analysis  of  the  air  quality  problems  in 
the  National  Capital  Interstate  Region, 
of  which  the  District  of  Columbia  is  a 
part,  reveals  that  both  photochemical 
oxidants  and  carbon  monoxide  exhibit 
unacceptably  high  levels  in  the  region, 
with  the  former  being  the  pacing  pol¬ 
lutant. 

Since  a  substantial  proportion  of  the 
photochemical  oxidant  problem  and  al¬ 
most  all  of  the  carbon  monoxide  problem 
are  the  result  of  automotive  vehicle 
emissions,  measures  to  reduce  emissions 
from  individual  vehicles  and  measures 
to  reduce  vehicular  travel  can  be  effec¬ 
tive  in  improving  air  quality.  Since  a 
significant  percentage  of  the  oxidant- 
producing  hydrocarbon  emissions  stem 
from  the  vehicle-related  sources  associ¬ 
ated  with  gasoline  handling  operations, 
measures  to  reduce  these  operational 
losses  can  also  provide  a  measurable  im¬ 
provement  in  the  regional  air  quality. 

Reductions  in  emissions  from  vehicles 
can  be  obtained  through  inspection  and 
maintenance  programs,  and  from  incor¬ 
poration  of  various  retrofit  devices.  Re¬ 
ductions  in  Vehicle  Miles  Traveled 
(VMT)  can  be  achieved  through  various 
pricing  and  taxing  schemes  for  road  use, 
adoption  of  parking  restrictions,  and/or 
limitations  of  available  number  of  park¬ 
ing  spaces,  restrictions  on  idling  or 
cruising  of  fleet  vehicles,  selective  con¬ 
trol  of  goods  movement,  the  establish¬ 


ment  of  vehicle-free  zones,  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  four-day  week,  and  programs 
promoting  the  use  of  carpools  or  alter¬ 
native  modes  of  transportation  and  lim¬ 
itations  on  gasolme  usage.  It  must  be 
emphasized  that,  in  order  to  be  effective, 
each  VMT  control  measure  proposed  or 
adopted  by  the  District  of  Columbia 
must  be  reflected  by  identical  or  equiva¬ 
lent  measures  in  the  neighboring  juris¬ 
dictions  of  Maryland  and  Virginia  for 
their  portions  of  the  National  Capital 
Interstate  Region. 

In  effecting  substantial  improvements 
in  air  quality,  improvements  in  and 
expansion  of  public  transportation  facil¬ 
ities  are  a  necessary  and  effective  com¬ 
plement  facilitating  use  of  this  alterna¬ 
tive  to  the  private  automobile.  Clearly, 
public  transit  improvements  must  be  im¬ 
plemented  in  concert  with  the  appropri¬ 
ate  level  of  vehicle  restraints,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  regional  characteristics  of 
the  private  automobile  use  demand  elas¬ 
ticity.  Such  improvements  as  greater 
coverage,  increased  frequency  of  service, 
improved  reliability,  increased  comfort 
and  convenience,  a  reasonable  cost,  and 
adequate  personal  security  will  further 
encourage  the  use  of  public  transit  alter¬ 
natives  to  the  private  automobile. 

Summary 

The  District  of  Columbia  plan,  as 
amended  by  the  July  9,  1973  and  July  16, 
1973  submissions,  in  its  demonstration  of 
the  attainment  of  the  photochemical 
oxidant  and  carbon  monoxide  air  quality 
standards,  utilizes  the  following  general 
measures:  the  Federal  Motor  Vehicle 
Control  Program,  a  Motor  Vehicle  In¬ 
spection  Program  for  all  gasoline  pow¬ 
ered  vehicles,  improvements  in  public 
transportation,  increased  “terminal”  (or 
parking)  charges,  a  bus/car  pool  locator 
program,  selective  control  of  goods  move¬ 
ment,  restrictions  on  aircraft  ground 
operations,  and  increased  control  of  sta¬ 
tionary  source  emissions. 

According  to  the  District  of  Columbia 
plan,  which  utilizes  data  compiled  by 
the  Metropolitan  Washington  Coimcil 
of  Governments  for  the  entire  National 
Capital  Interstate  Region,  peak  period 
hydrocarbon  emissions  were  63.3  tons 
for  the  Region  as  a  whole  and  peak  period 
carbon  monoxide  emissions  were  1133.5 
tons  in  1972.  In  order  to  demonstrate 
attainment  of  standards,  the  Council 
of  Government  calculations  indicate 
that  hydrocarbon  emissions  must  be  re¬ 
duced  by  67  percent  of  the  1972  emis¬ 
sions  in  the  National  Capital  Interstate 
Region  to  a  level  of  20.9  tons/peak 
period,  and  that  carbon  monoxide  emis¬ 
sions  must  be  reduced  by  55.6  percent 
of  the  1972  emissions  in  the  Region  to 
a  level  of  501  tons/peak  period. 

Including  projected  increases  in  ve¬ 
hicle  miles  of  travel  the  Federal  Motor 
Vehicle  Control  Program  will  reduce  hy¬ 
drocarbon  peak  period  emissions  by  47 
percent  to  33.6  tons  and  will  reduce  car¬ 
bon  monoxide  emissions  by  49  percent 
to  576  tons/peak  period  by  1977.  These 
estimates  are  adjusted  to  reflect  the  1975 
interim  motor  vehicle  emission  standards 
as  announced  on  April  11,  1973. 


Since  the  21 -day  period  for  public 
comment  on  the  additional  submissions 
has  not  been  completed,  it  is  impossible 
for  the  Administrator  to  make  a  final 
decision  on  approval  or  disapproval  of 
the  strategies  included  in  the  District 
of  Columbia  plan  at  this  time.  This  de¬ 
cision  must  take  into  consideration  all 
comments  received  during  this  time. 
However,  preliminary  review  by  EPA  in¬ 
dicates  that  certain  strategies  are  likely 
to  be  approvable.  Accordingly,  the 
Agency  is  proposing  only  those  items 
which,  when  added  to  the  approvable 
measm’es,  are  necessary  to  attain  the 
National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Stand¬ 
ards. 

If  an  apparently  approvable  strategy 
is  determined  not  to  be  approvable  addi¬ 
tional  measures  will  be  proposed. 

The  information  contained  in  the  ad¬ 
ditional  submissions  by  the  District  ap¬ 
pears  to  remedy  many  of  the  deficiencies 
on  which  the  Administrator’s  June  15 
decision  was  based. 

The  following  is  a  summary  of  the 
actions  EPA  is  proposing  to  take  with 
respect  to  the  District  of  Columbia  Plan: 

Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Control  Pro¬ 
gram — Reductions  appear  to  be  approv¬ 
able,  based  on  projected  vehicle  popula¬ 
tions  and  emission  factors. 

Motor  Vehicle  Inspection  Program — 
Appears  to  be  approvable  based  upon 
proposed  regulation  and  supporting  data. 

Improvements  in  Public  Transit — (a) 
District  participation  in  the  area  wide 
addition  of  750  buses  to  current  fleet — 
appears  to  be  approvable,  contingent 
upon  clarification  of  certain  administra¬ 
tive  details. 

(b)  Exclusive  Bus  Lanes — appears  to 
be  approvable. 

(c)  System  Improvements  (i.e.,  shel¬ 
ters,  fringe  parking,  improved  schedul¬ 
ing) — appears  to  be  approvable. 

Increased  Terminal  Charges — (a) 
Elimination  of  free  employee  parking  for 
District  of  Colimibia  Government  em¬ 
ployees  and  private  employees  in  certain 
areas — appears  to  be  approvable. 

(b)  Elimination  of  on-street  long-term 
parking  in  certain  areas — appears  to  be 
approvable. 

(c)  $2.00  parking  surcharge  (or  an 
equivalent  measure) — appears  to  be  ap¬ 
provable. 

Bus/Carpool  Locator  Program — Ap¬ 
pears  to  be  approvable. 

Selective  control  of  goods  movement 
(heavy  duty  gasoline  powered  vehicle  use 
ban  6:00-9:30  a.m.  and  4:00-6:30  p.m.)  — 
Appears  to  be  approvable. 

Restrictions  on  aircraft  ground  oper¬ 
ations — Partial  reductions  are  allow¬ 
able:  appears  to  be  partially  approvable. 

Increased  Control  of  Stationary  Source 
Emissions — Not  approvable  at  this  time 
due  to  lack  of  adopted  regulations. 

Since  full  reductions  claimed  for  air¬ 
craft  emissions  do  not  appear  to  be  al¬ 
lowable,  and  the  controls  over  stationary 
sources  cannot  be  approved  at  this  time, 
EPA  is  proposing  the  following  measures: 

Retrofit  by  1975  of  all  pre-1968  vehi¬ 
cles  with  a  vacuum  spark  advance  dis¬ 
connect  kit. 

Retrofit  of  light-duty  1971-1975  fleet 
vehicles  (including  federal  government 
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vehicles)  and  taxicabs  and  certain  1975 
model  light-duty  vehicles  with  an  oxidiz¬ 
ing  catalyst  retrofit— beginning  in  mid- 
1976  to  be  completed  by  mid-1977. 

Further  controls  over  emissions  of  hy¬ 
drocarbons  due  to  gasoline  handling; 
both  from  delivery  truck  to  underground 
tank,  and  from  the  pump  to  the  vehicle. 
Implementation  begins  in  1974  and  is 
fully  completed  by  1977. 

Further  controls  over  drycleaning  op¬ 
erations  beginning  in  1974. 

The  District  plan  also  indicated  that 
the  elimination  of  free  Federal  employee 
parking  was  essential  to  the  success  of 
their  transportation  control  strategy.  It 
further  encouraged  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  take  direct  action  to  implement 
this  portion  of  the  strategy. 

Accordingly,  EPA  is  also  proposing  to 
institute  commercial  type  parking  rates 
or  reduce  by  12  percent  the  available 
spaces  at  any  federal  facility  wliich  is  in 
a  high  density  employment  area  and 
which  is  well  serviced  by  public  transit. 
The  commercial  rates  would  go  into  ef¬ 
fect  January  1,  1975,  and  the  reduction 
would  be  phased,  beginning  November  30, 
1974  and  ending  on  May  31,  1975. 

Finally,  since  the  $2.00  surcharge  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  District  is  integral  to  the 
success  of  this  plan,  EPA  is  proposing 
contingency  strategies  to  be  implemented 
if  appropriate  steps  are  not  taken  to  im¬ 
plement  the  surcharge.  These  contin¬ 
gency  measures  are: 

A  ban  on  the  construction,  modifica¬ 
tion  or  enlargement  of  any  parking  fa¬ 
cility  without  having  first  obtained  a  per¬ 
mit  from  the  Administrator. 

A  phased  15  percent  reduction  in  the 
number  of  off-street  parking  spaces. 

The  Administrator  invites  comments 
on  these  and  any  other  measures  which 
may  be  used  to  achieve  the  national  am¬ 
bient  air  quality  standards  for  photo¬ 
chemical  oxidants  and  carbon  monoxide. 

Two-Year  Extension  to  Achieve 
Standards 

The  Administrator  proposes  to  give  a 
two-year  extension  for  the  attainment 
of  the  standard  in  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia.  To  attain  the  standards  in  1975 
would  require  stringent  restraints  on  ve¬ 
hicle  miles  traveled  which  could  not  be 
considered  to  be  “reasonably  available” 
within  the  meaning  of  section  110(e)  of 
the  Clean  Air  Act,  or  the  implementation 
of  a  widespread  catalytic  retrofit  pro¬ 
gram  which  could  not  be  implemented 
due  to  technological  problems  before 
1977.  Although  some  measures  have  not 
been  proposed  here  which  have  ap¬ 
peared  in  some  other  proposals,  such  as 
gasoline  limitations  and  a  selective  ve¬ 
hicle  exclusion  program  involving  col¬ 
ored  tags,  the  reduction  in  vehicle  miles 
traveled  expected  from  measures  con¬ 
tained  herein  appears  to  be  substantial 
and  adequate  to  fulfill  the  requirement 
that  reasonably  available  alternative 
measures  be  employed  before  an  exten- 
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Sion  is  given  for  any  strategy.  The  plan 
proposed  herein,  along  with  the  appar¬ 
ently  approvable  measures  submitted  by 
the  District  of  Columbia,  apply  the  rea¬ 
sonably  available  alternative  means  of 
control  at  the  earliest  possible  dates. 
Comment  is  invited  on  any  measures 


which  have  not  been  considered  and 
applied  and  wliich  can  be  considered  to 
be  reasonably  available. 

Summary  of  Effects 

The  following  table  is  a  summary  of 
the  effect  of  the  proposed  strategies  on 
the  total  reductions  required. 


(’(•Mi'll.ATION  OF  CoXTItOI.  STKATEGY  F.FFEcT.S  FOK  THE  N.MIONAL  CAPITAL  IXTER.STATE  UEGIO.N  ON  .IfAV  31,  1:(77 


Carlxdi  Monoxide 


IVrcent 

Toils  per  of  Total 

Peak  Period  Keduction 
l{e(|uired 
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Tons  per  of  Tot.al 

I'eak  I’eriod  Reduction 
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Stationary  .Source  Emissions  Without  Control 

strateuy . 

Exprsded  Reductions  Krom; 

(a)  Dry  ('leaning  Vaixir  Recovery . . . 

(h)  (fiLsoline  Handling  Va|>or  Rtrovery _ 

(c)  Other  Stationary  Source  Ruie  Strengthen¬ 

ing . 

Stationary  Source  Rinis.sions  Remaining. 
Mobile  Emissions  from  Highway  Light  and  Heavy 

Outy  Vehicles  without  Control  Strat<“gy . . 

Expected  Reductions  Krom: 

(a)  Inspt'ction  and  Mainten.ance . 

(t>)  VSAI)  Retrotit,  pre-’tw  cars . . 

fr)  Catalytic  Retrofit  of  Kieet  LDV’s . 

(d)  .Milss  Transit  Improvements . . 

(e)  HDV  Peak  Hour  Delivery  Man . . 

(f)  Aircraft  (iround  O|wrations . 

.Mobile  Emissions  Remaining _ 

Total  Emis-sions  without  Strategy 

(K.MVCP  Included . 

Total  Reductions . . 

Total  Emissions  Remaining . 
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Proposed  Controls  on  Stationary 
Sources 

The  major  stationary  sources  of  hydro¬ 
carbon  emissions  which  have  been  identi¬ 
fied  in  the  District  of  Columbia’s  plan, 
are  the  gas  handling  losses  which  occur 
in  the  distribution  system  for  gasoline 
fuel,  and  the  emission  losses  from  dry 
cleaning  establishments.  Since  present 
regulations  are  inadequate  to  effect  any 
substantial  control  on  the  resultant 
emissions,  the  District  of  Columbia  has 
proposed  regulations  and  compliance 
schedules  which  would  reduce  gasoline 
handling  losses  by  90  percent  and  dry 
cleaning  losses  by  85  percent. 

The  regulation  proposed  by  the  District 
of  Columbia  for  control  of  hydrocarbon 
emissions  through  vapor  recovery  during 
service  station  and  automobile  tank  re¬ 
fueling  OE>erations  requires  the  installa¬ 
tion  by  May  31,  1975  of  a  vapor  collec¬ 
tion  and  disposal  system  which  is  90 
percent  effective,  on  all  loading  facilities 
for  tank  trucks  or  trailers,  railroad  tank 
cars,  locomotives,  aircraft,  or  stationary 
storage  tanks  with  a  capacity  of  more 
than  250  gallons;  and  for  boat  or  motor 
vehicle  fuel  tank  filling  equipment  ap¬ 
plied  to  facilities  with  a  (sapacity  greater 
than  five  gallons.  The  proposed  regula¬ 
tion  further  requires  provision  for  a 
means  to  prevent  liquid  organic  com¬ 
pound  drainage  from  the  loading  device 
when  it  is  removed  from  the  hatch.  It  is 
estimated  that  installation  of  90  percent 
effective  vapor  recovery  devices  on  all  in¬ 
stallations  throughout  the  Region  will 
result  in  a  total  reduction  of  hydrocar¬ 
bon  emissions  of  5.0  tons/peak  period  by 
1977. 


The  regulation  proposed  by  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  for  elimination  of  dry 
cleaning  losses  require  that  all  dry  clean¬ 
ing  operations  emitting  more  than  three 
pounds  per  hour  or  15  pounds  per  day  of 
photochemically  reactive  hydrocarbons 
shall  install,  prior  to  January  1,  1975, 
control  devices  to  reduce  such  emissions 
by  at  least  85  percent  of  the  uncontrolled 
emissions.  It  is  estimated  that  the  effect 
of  the  proposed  85  percent  control  of  dry 
cleaning  losses  throughout  the  National 
Capital  Interstate  Region  will  result  in 
a  total  reduction  in  hydrocarbon  emis¬ 
sions  of  1.1  tons  per  peak  period. 

The  foregoing  regulations  as  proposed 
by  the  District  of  Columbia  appear  to  be 
adequate  to  achieve  the  anticipated  re¬ 
duction  in  hydrocarbon  emissions.  How¬ 
ever,  the  Administrator  cannot  approve 
these  proposed  regulations  at  this  time, 
since  40  CFR  Part  51  requires  that  all 
regulations  dealing  with  the  control  of 
emissions  from  stationary  sources  be 
adopted  at  the  time  of  submittal  of  the 
plan.  EPA  is  therefore  proposing  to  pro¬ 
mulgate  similar  regulations  which  will  be 
rescinded  upon  submission  of  equivalent 
regulations  as  adopted  by  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
has  also  examined  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia’s  regulations  governing  emissions  of 
organic  solvents  resulting  from  degreas¬ 
ing  operations  and  from  evaporation 
from  surface  and  architectural  coatings. 
For  degreasing  operations,  there  are  no 
specific  requirements  that  non-reactive 
material  be  used  such  as  perchlorethy- 
lene  or  saturated  hologenated  hydrocar¬ 
bons.  Comments  are  solicited  on  whether 
degreasing  operations  in  the  National 
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Capital  Interstate  Region  are  a  signifi¬ 
cant  source  of  reactive  hj'drocarbon 
emissions  for  which  a  specific  regulation 
should  be  promulgated. 

Emissions  of  other  solvents  in  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  Interstate  Region  were 
also  investigated.  It  has  been  determined 
that  technology  does  exist  to  control 
more  efficiently  the  emissions  of  a  num¬ 
ber  of  the  smaller  heating  (15  to  200  lb. 
per  day  category)  involving  organic 
solvents. 

Comments  are  solicited  as  to  whether 
it  is  feasible  or  practicable  to  require  ad¬ 
ditional  controls  on  these  sources,  many 
of  which  are  presumably  located  on 
premises  of  small  sized  firms.  If  these 
comments  indicate  that  further  controls 
are  needed,  then  the  Administrator  pro¬ 
poses  to  promulgate  regulations  equiv¬ 
alent  to  those  currently  adopted  by  the 
County  of  Los  Angeles  Air  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  District  as  Rule  66.  L.A.  Rule  66  con¬ 
tains  minor  exceptions  involving  evap¬ 
orative  emissions  from  gallon  (or 
smaller)  sized  containers  of  architec¬ 
tural  coating  compoimds,  and  from  the 
allowable  disposal  limits  of  waste  solvent 
materials.  There  are  no  data  presently 
available  to  the  Administrator  on  the 
atmospheric  burden  that  may  be  created 
by  such  evaporative  emissions  though 
they  are  presently  believed  to  be  very 
small. 

Proposed  Controls  on  Mobile  Sources 
(Non-Aircraft) 

The  District  of  Columbia,  in  its  sub¬ 
missions  proposes  a  loaded  emissions  in¬ 
spection  program  in  conjunction  with  its 
existing  annual  safety  inspection  pro¬ 
gram.  The  July  9,  1973  submission  pro¬ 
poses  a  13%  reduction  in  hydrocarbon 
emissions  from  private  and  commercial 
vehicles.  Therefore,  this  part  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  plan  appears  to  be  ap- 
provable.  Anticipated  emissions  reduc¬ 
tions  from  the  inspection/maintenance 
program  as  proposed  throughout  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  Interstate  Region,  are  1.5 
tons  per  peak  period  for  hydrocarbons 
and  26  tons  per  peak  period  for  carbon 
monoxide. 

In  order  to  comply  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  that  primary 
standards  be  achieved  as  expeditiously 
as  practicable,  the  Administrator  pro¬ 
poses  to  promulgate  a  regulations  requir¬ 
ing  that  on  or  before  January  1, 1975,  all 
pre-1963  light  duty  vehicles  be  retro¬ 
fitted  with  a  vacuum  spark  advance  dis¬ 
connect  device  which  will  reduce  hydro¬ 
carbon  emissions  from  such  vehicles  by 
25  percent  and  carbon  monoxide  emis¬ 
sions  by  9  percent.  If  implemented 
throughout  the  National  Capital  Inter¬ 
state  region,  installation  of  these  de¬ 
vices  will  result  in  a  total  reduction  of 
hydrocarbon  emissions  of  0.4  tons  per 
peak  period  and  a  reduction  of  3.0  tons 
per  peak  period  of  carbon  monoxide 
emissions. 

In  order  to  attain  the  primary  air  qual¬ 
ity  standard  by  May  31,  1977  additional 
measures  are  required  beyond  those  pro- 
r>osed  by  the  District  of  Columbia.  Since 
catalytic  retrofit  devices  for  light  duty 
vehicles  are  expected  to  be  readily  avail¬ 


able  by  1977,  it  is  proposed  to  require  in¬ 
stallation  of  these  devices  on  selected 
segments  of  the  light  duty  vehicle  popu¬ 
lation.  These  segments  include  all  1971- 
1975  LDV  fleet  vehicles  (e.g.,  taxis,  GSA 
vehicles,  rental  cars,  fleet  delivery  ve¬ 
hicles),  capable  of  operating  on  91  RON 
gasoline.  The  regulation  proposed  by  the 
Administrator  will  require  that  the  above 
motor  vehicles  be  equipped  with  catalytic 
retrofit  devices  by  May  31, 1977,  effecting 
a  50%  hydrocarbon  emission  reduction 
for  each  vehicle.  Exemptions  will  be  al¬ 
lowed  for  all  1975  vehicles  originally 
equipped  with  the  oxidizing  catalytic 
converter  or  those  vehicles  which  are 
certified  to  meet  the  original  statutory 
federal  emission  standards  for  1975. 
Based  on  information  currently  available 
to  him,  the  Administrator  estimates  that; 

Fleet  vehicles  account  for  6  percent  of 
total  mobile  source  emissions.  Under  the 
assumptions  that  one-third  of  the  fleet 
vehicles  will  be  older  than  two  years 
(pre-1976),  and  catalytic  retrofits  can 
reduce  automotive  emission  by  50  per¬ 
cent,  it  is  apparent  that  this  measure, 
when  applied  on  a  Region-wide  basis, 
will  result  in  a  hydrocarbon  emission  re¬ 
duction  of  0.2  tons/peak  period. 

In  the  event  that  the  measures  pro¬ 
posed  herein  prove  to  be  inadequate,  the 
Administrator  is  required  by  law  to  apply 
additional  reasonably  available  alterna¬ 
tives.  such  as  catalytic  retrofit  of  other 
segments  of  1968-1975  light  duty  vehicle 
population.  Candidate  segments  include 
all  light  duty  trucks,  or  passenger  ve¬ 
hicles  of  specified  model  years.  The  pub¬ 
lic  is  urged  to  comment  on  these  or  any 
other  type  of  control  measure  that  may 
help  to  achieve  the  National  Ambient  Air 
Quality  Standards. 

Proposed  Reduction  in  VMT 

According  to  computer  printouts  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Metropolitan  Washington 
Council  of  Governments,  the  District  of 
Columbia’s  transportation  package  (in¬ 
cluding  participation  in  the  area  wide 
expansion  of  transit  by  750  buses,  exclu¬ 
sive  bus/carpool  lanes,  a  carpool  locator 
service,  and  extensive  parking  restric¬ 
tions)  will  result  in  a  12  percent  reduc¬ 
tion  in  6-9  a.m.  VMT  and  a  correspond¬ 
ing  reduction  in  total  trips  during  those 
hours. 

The  total  commitment  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  to  the  transportation  pack¬ 
age  is  demonstrated  by  submission  of 
proposed  regulations  for  the  following 
supportive  measures ; 

1)  Participation  in  the  area  wide  im¬ 
proved  transit  system,  including  the 
addition  of  750  buses  to  the  current  area 
fleet  and  the  establishment  of  exclusive 
bus  lanes,  bus  shelters,  and  fringe  park¬ 
ing  facilities. 

2)  Increased  terminal  cost,  including 
the  elimination  of  free  parking  and  the 
establishment  of  a  $2.00  parking  sur¬ 
charge  for  long-term  commuter  parking 
in  all  areas  served  adequately  by  mass 
transit,  and  strict  enforcement  of  recip¬ 
rocal  parking  agreements. 

3)  Establishment  of  a  computerizea 
carpool  locator  service. 

liiis  portion  of  the  plan  is  central  to 
the  District  of  Columbia’s  plan  for  reduc¬ 


tion  of  HC  and  CO  emissions.  Therefore, 
to  avoid  confusion  and  expedite  com¬ 
ments,  a  discussion  of  the  elements  that 
make  up  this  portion  of  the  plan  shall  be 
included. 

a.  Elimination  of  Free  Parking — The 
District  of  Columbia  proposes  to  elimi¬ 
nate  free  parking  for  the  District  of 
Columbia  government  employees,  and  for 
employees  of  private  businesses  located 
in  the  District  of  Columbia.  A  portion  of 
this  shall  be  achieved  by  the  elimination 
of  street  commuter  parking  (in  major 
arterials)  and  by  requiring  all  District  of 
Columbia  government  employees  and  all 
privately  operated  lots  which  are  provid¬ 
ing  free  employee  parking  to  establish 
charges  for  this  parking. 

These  measures  will  be  imposed  in  high 
density  employment  areas  which  are  ade¬ 
quately  served  by  mass  transit.  These 
areas  will  be  more  specifically  described 
by  the  District  within  the  next  10 
months,  upon  completion  of  studies  of 
the  matter. 

Additionally,  the  District  proposes  to 
enter  into  a  reciprocal  enforcement  pro¬ 
gram  for  parking  violations.  Thus,  en¬ 
forcement  of  the  existing  parking  regu¬ 
lations  will  be  facilitated. 

On  the  basis  of  the  information  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  District  of  Columbia  in  its 
plan,  the  Administrator  feels  that  this 
portion  of  the  District  of  Columbia’s  plan 
is  approvable. 

As  pointed  out  in  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia’s  plan,  (reduction)  of  emissions 
due  to  work  trips  into,  out  of  and  within 
the  Dstrict  by  Federal  Government  em¬ 
ployees  is  integral  to  achieving  air  qual¬ 
ity  goals.  Therefore,  EPA  feels  it  has  the 
responsibility  to  aid  the  District  in  the 
control  of  these  emissions.  As  a  result, 
EPA  will  follow  the  Dstrict’s  suggestion 
and  propose  a  federal  regulation  which 
would  effectively  reduce  emissions  as  a 
result  of  commuter  trips  by  federal  em¬ 
ployees.  This  will  be  done  by  requiring 
Federal  Facilities  in  high  density  areas 
served  by  mass  transit  either  to  elimi¬ 
nate  free  parking  by  establishing  com¬ 
mercial  type  rates  or  to  reduce  the  avail¬ 
able  parking  spaces  in  these  facilities  by 
12  percent.  The  Administrator  feels  that 
the  result  of  this  proposal  i^ill  be  to  in¬ 
duce  Federal  employees  to  utilize  alter¬ 
nate  modes  of  transportation,  such  as 
buses  and  carpools  and  thereby  reduce 
the  VMT  in  the  area.  It  should  be  noted 
that  this  proposal  should  result  in  a 
reduction  of  the  VMT  for  employees  from 
all  three  jurisdictions  in  the  National 
Capital  area. 

It  is  the  Administrator’s  opinion  that, 
at  a  minimum  the  central  business  dis¬ 
trict  (Massachusetts  Avenue,  1st  Street, 
NW.;  Constitution  Avenue  and  23rd 
Street.  NW.)  as  well  as  the  South¬ 
west  Mall -Waterside  Mall  area  in  South¬ 
west,  the  Capitol  Hill  area,  along  with 
other  areas  would,  in  all  likelihood,  need 
to  be  included  in  any  definition  of  high 
density  employment  area  which  is  serv¬ 
iced  by  mass  transit  for  this  strategy  to 
be  effective. 

b.  $2.00  Surcharge.  The  District  of 
Columbia  plan  projKises  the  imposition 
of  a  $2.00  per  day  surcharge  (or  an 
equivalent  measure)  on  all  long-term 
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commercial  parking  facilities  in  employ¬ 
ment  areas  which  are  adequately  served 
by  mass  transit.  Identification  of  the 
areas  where  the  surcharge  is  to  be  im¬ 
posed  should' be  made  by  the  District  of 
Columbia  within  the  next  10  months, 
upon  completion  of  studies  of  the  matter. 

This  proposal  is  to  be  implemented  and 
enforced  by  the  parking  agency  to  be 
established  by  the  District.  The  Admin¬ 
istrator  feels  that  if  implemented  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  schedule  provided  in  the 
plan,  this  proposal  is  approvable. 

The  effectiveness  of  mass  transit  sys¬ 
tems  can  be  greatly  enhanced  by  impos¬ 
ing  disincentives  to  the  use  of  the  pri¬ 
vate  automobile.  It  is  felt  the  District’s 
proposals  for  the  surcharge  is  integral 
to  the  success  of  the  plan. 

The  Administrator  wants  to  make  it 
clear  that  if  for  any  reason  this  strategy 
is  not  implemented  according  to  sched¬ 
ule,  he  will  institute  equivalent  measures. 
In  order  to  avoid  any  delay  in  imple¬ 
mentation  of  such  equivalent  measures 
and  to  invite  timely  public  comment,  the 
Administrator  is  proposing  contingency 
measures  in  the  plan  which  will  become 
effective  if  it  becomes  apparent  that  the 
surcharge  will  not  be  implemented.  Spe¬ 
cifically,  a  phased  15  percent  reduction 
in  existing  off-street  parking  spaces 
would  be  imposed,  as  well  as  ban  on  the 
construction,  modification  or  enlarge¬ 
ment  of  any  parking  facility  without  first 
obtaining  a  permit  from  the  Administra¬ 
tor.  Public  comments  are  solicited  on 
these  contingency  proposals. 

c.  Mass  Transit  Improvements.  The  de¬ 
velopment  of  an  effective  mass  transit 
system  is  essential  to  the  development  of 
an  effective  transportation  control 
strategy.  If  the  strategy  is  to  be  success¬ 
ful,  a  sufficient  number  of  buses  with 
convenient  service  and  adequate  sched¬ 
ules  must  be  provided. 

The  District  of  Columbia  plan  proposes 
that  the  District  shall  take  all  possible 
measures  to  assure  that  the  area  wide 
transmit  system’s  current  fleet  be  in¬ 
creased  by  750  buses  and  that  its  service 
and  convenience  for  commuters  be  im¬ 
proved.  Included  in  this  proposal  are 
provisions  for  installing  bus  shelters, 
providing  additional  public  information 
and  improved  scheduling.  In  addition, 
the  District  plans  to  institute  a  number 
of  exclusive  bus  lanes,  and  contra-flow 
lanes  on  major  highway  corridors  into 
the  downtown  area.  All  of  these  meas¬ 
ures  are  meant  to  provide  the  increased 
mass  transit  service  which  will  be  neces¬ 
sary  if  air  quality  standards  are  to  be 
achieved. 

Based  on  the  information  contained 
in  the  three  documents  submitted  by  the 
District,  the  Administrator  feels  that  the 
proposals  for  increased  mass  transit  are 
approvable,  on  the  condition  that  certain 
administrative  details  are  provided  to 
him  by  the  EWstrict.  Specifically,  the  ar¬ 
rangements  or  agreements  which  will 
trigger  the  expansion  of  the  fleet  should 
be  clarified,  since  it  is  necessary  for  EPA 
to  determine  what  actions  are  necessary 
to  bring  about  any  additional  purchases 
of  buses.  Also  a  clarification  on  the 
schedule  showing  the  projected  In¬ 


cremental  increases  in  fieet  size  should 
be  provided. 

d.  Bus/Car  Pool  Locator  System.  ’The 
District  of  Columbia  plan  recognizes  the 
need  for  more  efficient  automobile  us¬ 
age.  Thus,  the  plan  proposes  a  voluntary 
bus/car  pool  locator  matching  service. 
This  system  will  attempt  to  assemble 
lists  of  commuters  with  similar  work 
schedules  and  home,  work  locations,  and 
will  be  phased  in  starting  with  pilot 
projects  during  1973.  Full  operation  of 
the  system  is  scheduled  for  April  1974. 
The  Administrator  feels  that  this 
measure  is  approvable  and  encourages 
residents  of  the  National  Capital  area 
to  take  advantage  of  this  service. 

Along  with  the  benefits  accruing  to 
this  system  in  terms  of  a  potential  de¬ 
crease  of  vehicle  miles  traveled,  this 
system  also  will  mitigate  the  impact  of 
disincentives  to  private  auto  use  (i.e., 
the  surcharge  and  elimination  of  free 
employee  parking) . 

e.  Heavy  Duty  Vehicle  Restraints.  In 
addition  to  the  transportation  measures 
described  above,  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  plan  proposes  to  reduce  emissions 
from  heavy  duty  gasoline  powered  vehi¬ 
cles.  Since  a  substantial  portion  of  the 
peak  hour  emissions  of  both  hydrocar¬ 
bons  .6  percent  and  carbon  monoxide  10 
percent  are  produced  by  heavy  duty 
trucks,  the  District  of  Columbia  proposes 
a  regulation  which  would  ban  peak  hour 
(6-9:30  a.m.,  4-6:30  p.m.)  deliveries  by 
gasoline-powered  heavy  duty  trucks. 
Proposed  compliance  dates  are  January 

1974  for  the  morning  hours  and  January 

1975  for  the  two  peak  periods.  Assuming 
that  the  ban  will  result  in  a  50  percent 
reduction  in  heavy  duty  truck  emissions 
(due  to  the  exception  of  essential  services 
and  through  traffic),  calculations  indi¬ 
cate  a  peak-hour  reduction  in  total  hy¬ 
drocarbon  emissions  by  1.0  ton/  peak  pe¬ 
riod.  The  Administrator  commends  the 
District  of  Columbia  for  proposing  this 
effective  measure  and  feels  that  this 
measure  is  approvable. 

Aircraft  Emission  Reduction 

Aircraft  emissions,  as  they  affect  am¬ 
bient  air  quality,  occur  during  approach, 
landing,  taxi,  idle,  takeoff,  and  climbout. 
Heaviest  emissions  occur  during  taxi  and 
idle  when  aircraft  engines  are  operated 
at  greatly  reduced  power. 

The  District  of  Columbia  Transporta¬ 
tion  Control  Plan  asserts  that  control  of 
these  emissions  through  modified  ground 
operations  at  Dulles  and  Washington 
National  Airports  can  result  in  a  signifi¬ 
cant  hydrocarbon,  and  carbon  mon¬ 
oxide  emission  reduction  in  the  National 
Capital  Region.  The  District  of  Columbia 
contends  that  a  50  percent  reduction  in 
hydrocarbon  and  carbon  monoxide  emis¬ 
sions  can  be  achieved  though  the  imple¬ 
mentation  of  such  ground  controls  at  the 
two  northern  Virginia  airports.  Such  a 
reduction  would  represent  a  1.7  ton 
reduction  in  the  area’s  hydrocarbon 
emissions  and  28  ton  reduction  in  the 
area’s  carbon  monoxide  emissions.  The 
District  of  Columbia  assumes  the  re¬ 
quired  measures  will  be  fully  imple¬ 
mented  by  EPA  and  PAA  during  the  next 


four  years  and  takes  full  credit  for  the 
potential  emissions  reductions  which 
they  believe  could  result  from  these 
measures. 

’The  assumed  reduction  in  hydrocar¬ 
bon  emissions  is  necessary  for  the  plan 
to  demonstrate  achievement  of  the  oxi¬ 
dant  standards;  the  claimed  carbon 
monoxide  reductions  are  not  needed  for 
attainment  of  the  standard. 

EPA  has  published  an  Advance  Notice 
of  Proposed  Rulemaking  for  aircraft 
ground  controls  but  has  not  yet  proposed 
regulations  for  such  controls.  The 
Agency,  however,  is  currently  funding 
a  demonstration  project  with  PAA  to 
determine  if  safety  hazards  would  ac¬ 
company  modified  ground  operations.  If 
the  demonstration  is  successful,  EPA  wll 
propose  and  promulgate  regulations  for 
the  implementation  of  ground  operations 
deemed  free  of  safety  hazards. 

The  Agency  currently  believes  that 
certain  ground  and  taxi  operations  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  demonstration  can  be  con¬ 
servatively  assumed  to  be  safe  and  ac¬ 
ceptable.  EPA  calculations  indicate  that 
the  application  of  these  measures  could 
result  in  a  24  percent  reduction  in 
hydrocarbons  at  National  Airport  and  a 
30  percent  reduction  in  hydrocarbons  at 
Dulles  Airport  versus  50  percent  reduc¬ 
tion  proposed  by  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia.  No  reductions  are  assumed  for 
Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  which  is  respon¬ 
sible  for  15  percent  of  the  emissions  in¬ 
ventory.  In  light  of  EPA’s  intention  to 
work  jointly  with  PAA  to  promulgate 
and  implement  ground  operations 
deemed  safe  and  acceptable  prior  to 
1977,  the  Agency  believes  it  is  reasonable 
to  allow  the  District  of  Columbia  to 
accept  credit  for  emission  reductions 
which  will  result  from  controlling  the 
ground  operations  conservatively  felt  at 
this  time  to  be  safe  and  acceptable.  ’The 
percent  emissions  reductions  indicated 
above  which  would  result  from  these 
measures  would  provide  approximately  a 
0.8  tons  reduction  in  hydrocarbons  for 
the  National  Capital  Region.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  Agency  will  accept  0.8  tons  of 
the  claimed  1.7  tons  hydrocarbon  reduc¬ 
tion  as  being  an  approvable  F>ortion  of 
the  plan  based  on  the  expected  imple¬ 
mentation  of  ground  operation  regula¬ 
tions. 

Economic  and  Social  Impact 

The  social  and  economic  consequences 
of  the  measures  included  in  the  District 
of  Columbia  plan  or  proposed  herein  are 
considered  reasonable.  For  example,  the 
inspection  and  maintenance  procedures 
will  require  expenses  of  approximately 
$10  annually  for  the  average  vehicle  in¬ 
spected.  The  implementation  of  the 
VSAD  retrofit  program  of  pre-1968  ve¬ 
hicles  will  require  that  individual  motor¬ 
ists  pay  approximately  $20  installation 
costs.  Though  the  price  to  the  fieet  ve¬ 
hicle  owner  for  the  catalytic  retrofit  is 
$135  per  vehicle,  this  cost  could  gradu¬ 
ally  be  reclaimed  through  slightly  higher 
service  or  use  fees  for  the  fieet  vehicles 
controlled.  In  addition,  such  expenditure 
can  be  deducted  from  income  tax  as  a 
business  expense,  and  therefore  part  of 
the  cost  will  be  absorbed  by  the  govern- 
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ment.  Compensation  for  the  expenditures 
associated  with  the  modifications  re¬ 
quired  by  the  gasoline  handling  regula¬ 
tions  could  similarly  be  gained  through 
slight  increase  in  the  fees  for  station 
services  or  fuel  prices.  This  also  could  be 
deducted  as  a  business  expense  from  the 
income  tax.  Distributed  costs  of  the  vari¬ 
ous  mass  transportation  improvement 
measures,  as  well  as  the  incentives  for 
the  use  of  express  buses  and  carpools  and 
disincentives  on  the  use  of  automobiles 
by  individual  motorist-commuters,  are 
also  considered  reasonable. 

The  measures  providing  transportation 
improvements  are  expected  to  benefit  the 
public  fom  the  standpoint  of  improved 
traffic  flow  for  commuters,  general  urban 
mobility,  and  energy  consmnption.  The 
resulting  VMT  reductions  may  also  have 
some  impact  on  the  sprawling  develop¬ 
ment  patterns  fostered  by  widespread 
automobile  use  which  are  imduly  waste¬ 
ful  of  energy,  land  and  other  resomces 
and  have  contributed  to  the  decay  of 
ui'ban  centers. 

Public  Comments  Solicited 

Although  the  Administrator  has  con¬ 
cluded  that  the  proposed  plan  is  the  best 
approach  available  to  him  at  the  present 
time  for  achieving  compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  the  Act,  further  analysis 
may  demonstrate  that  more  appropriate 
options  are  available.  He  therefore  desires 
to  obtain  the  comments  and  suggestions 
of  the  public  on  the  problems  of  achiev¬ 
ing  the  ambient  air  quality  standards  In 
the  District  of  Columbia  portion  of  the 
National  Capital  Interstate  Air  Quality 
Control  Regiwi.  Comments  are  par¬ 
ticularly  invited  pertaining  to  measures 
that  may  be  taken  by  Federal,  State,  or 
local  authorities  to  support  or  supple¬ 
ment  the  proposed  air  pollution  control 
strategy,  to  implement  these  measures, 
and  to  compare  social  and  economic  ef¬ 
fects  of  alternative  pollution  cimtrol 
measures. 

Public  hearing  will  be  held  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce  Interior  depart¬ 
mental  Auditorium,  14th  Street  between 
E  and  Constitution  Avenues,  N.W.,  Wash¬ 
ington.  D.C.  on  September  5, 1973,  begin¬ 
ning  at  9:00  a.m.  Notice  of  the  hearing  on 
these  regulations  (including  designation 
of  locations  for  inspection  and  distribu¬ 
tion  of  EPA  proposals)  is  being  published 
in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

The  Administrator’s  final  promulgation 
of  transportation  controls  for  the  District 
of  Columbia  will  be  significantly  influ¬ 
enced  by  the  comments  and  testimony 
he  receives,  as  well  as  any  additional  ap- 
provable  strategies  submitted  by  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  as  part  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  plan  before  or  at  the  hear¬ 
ing.  These  influences,  and  the  additional 
analysis  of  alternative  strategies  that  can 
be  made  in  the  time  between  this  pro¬ 
posal  and  final  promulgation,  may  lead 
the  Administrator  to  adopt  final  regula¬ 
tions  that  differ  in  important  ways  from 
this  proposal. 

Submittal  of  Written  Comments 
Interested  persons  may  participate  in 
this  rule  making  by  submitting  written 
comments,  preferably  in  triplicate,  to 


EPA,  Attention:  Mobile  Source  Enforce¬ 
ment  Division,  401  M  Street  SW.,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.  20460.  All  relevant  comments 
received  on  or  before  September  4,  1973 
will  be  considered.  Receipt  of  comments 
will  be  acknowledged,  but  substantive  re¬ 
sponses  to  individual  comments  will  not 
be  provided.  Comments  received  will  be 
available  for  public  inspection  during 
normal  business  hours  at  EPA,  Office  of 
Public  Affairs,  401  M  Street  SW.,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.  20460.  This  notice  of  pro¬ 
posed  rule  making  is  issued  under  the 
authority  of  section  110(c)  and  301(a) 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1857  et 
seq.). 

EPA  Studies  and  Guidelines 

Further  information  on  transportation 
control,  land  use,  and  motor  vehicle  emis¬ 
sions  may  be  obtained  from  one  or  more 
of  the  following  documents  which  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  has 
published: 

a.  “Prediction  of  the  Effects  of  Transporta¬ 
tion  Controls  on  Air  Quality  in  Major  Metro¬ 
politan  Areas”  and  “Evaluating  Controls  to 
Reduce  Motor  Vehicle  Emissions  in  Major 
Metropolitan  Areas,”  November  1972.  Both 
of  these  documents  are  generally  known  as 
the  “Six  Cities  Study”. 

b.  “Transportation  Controls  to  Reduce  Mo¬ 
tor  Vehicle  Emissions  in  Major  Metropolitan 
Areas",  December  1972.  This  document  is  a 
summary  of  a  study  of  14  cities  conducted 
with  the  view  of  recommending  specific 
transportation  control  strategies.  (Separate 
reports  for  each  of  the  14  cities  are  also 
available.) 

Note:  The  documents  listed  in  a  and  b 
above  are  available  from  the  Air  Pollution 
Technical  Information  Center,  EPA,  Research 
Triangle  Park,  North  Carolina  27711. 

c.  “Control  Strategies  for  In-Use  Vehicles”, 
November  1972.  This  report  is  available  from 
EPA,  Mobile  Source  Pollution  Control  Pro¬ 
grams,  401  M  Street,  SW.,  Washington,  D.C. 
20460. 

d.  “Transportation  Control  Measures”,  Fed¬ 
eral  Register  (38  FR  15194)  June  8,  1973. 

e.  “Aircraft  and  Aircraft  Engines”,  Federal 
Register  (37  FR  26488)  December  12,  1972. 

f.  “Aircraft  Emissions:  Impact  on  Air  Qual¬ 
ity  and  Feasibility  of  Control”.  This  report 
presents  the  available  information  on  the 
present  and  predicted  nature  and  extent  of 
air  pollution  related  to  aircraft  operations 
in  the  United  States.  In  addition,  it  pre¬ 
sents  an  investigation  of  the  present  and 
future  technological  feasibility  of  controlling 
such  emissions. 

g.  “An  Air  Pollution  Impact  Methodology 
for  Airports — Phase  I”,  APTD-1470,  January, 
1973. 

(42  U.S.C.  1857  et  seq.) 

Dated:  July  24,  1973. 

Robert  W.  Fri, 
Acting  Administrator. 

It  is  proposed  to  amend  Part  52  of 
CThapter  I  of  Title  40  of  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  by  adding  the 
following: 

,§  52.486  Rodiirtion  of  Employee  Park¬ 
ing. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  Government  Entity — means  a 
federal,  department,  agency,  bureau, 
board,  office,  commission,  district,  or 
unit  of  any  other  type  (excluding  foreign 


embassies)  which  employs  personnel 
paid  wholly  with  public  funds. 

(2)  Commercial  Parking  Rate — means 
the  average  rate  charged  by  commercial 
parking  facilities  (excluding  on-street 
parking  meters)  on  a  monthly  basis 
within  a  1  mile  radius  of  a  facility  or 
installation  covered  by  this  section. 

(3)  Served  by  Public  Transit — means 
that  such  transit  is  available  during 
working  hours  within  a  reasonable  walk¬ 
ing  distance  of  the  employee’s  place  of 
employment,  even  though  such  transit 
may  not  ser\'e  the  area  of  the  employee’s 
residence. 

(b)  This  section  shall  be  applicable  in 
the  District  of  Columbia  portion  of  the 
National  Capital  Interstate  Air  Quality 
Control  Region. 

(c) (1)  All  facilities  or  installations 
owned,  operated  or  leased  by  federal 
government  which  control,  operate  or 
lease  a  parking  facility  containing  25  or 
more  spaces,  shall  by  January  1,  1974, 
report  to  the  Administrator  the  number 
of  parking  spaces  in  each  such  facility 
as  of  October  15,  1973.  This  number 
shall  not  include  residential  (including 
barracks)  parking  spaces  contained  in 
or  on  the  facility  or  installation. 

(2)  The  chief  administrative  officer  of 
all  facilities  or  installations  subject  to 
paragraph  (c)(1)  of  this  section,  shall 
by  April  1,  1974,  submit  to  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  a  detailed  report  specifying  the 
level  of  public  transit  service  to  the 
facility,  and  also  the  parking  space  utili¬ 
zation  at  the  facilities  or  installations 
imder  his  or  her  control  at  that  time. 
This  report  shall  include  but  is  not 
limited  to: 

(i)  All  public  transit  lines  which  have 
stops  within  one-half  mile  of  any  such 
installation  or  facility. 

(ii)  The  practicality  of  the  operation 
of  shuttle  service  from  presently  well 
serviced  location  such  as  (Federal  Tri¬ 
angle,  Southwest  Mall,  Georgetown, 
Capitol  Hill,  etc.)  to  the  facility  or  in¬ 
stallation  during  morning  and  afternoon 
peak  hours. 

(iii)  A  summary  of  the  existing  park¬ 
ing  situation  at  the  facility  including: 

(a)  average  vehicle  occupancy  calcu¬ 
lated  from  a  visual  survey  of  vehicles 
entering  and  leaving  the  facility  over  a 
full  week’s  time. 

(b)  the  percentage  of  vehicles  with 
one,  twx),  three  and  four  occupants. 

(c)  the  total  number  of  vehicles  using 
the  facility  daily. 

Should  the  report  state  that  the  facil¬ 
ity  or  installation  is  not  presently  served 
by  public  transit,  this  report  shall  be 
reexamined,  updated,  and  submitted 
annually  not  later  than  April  1  of  each 
successive  year. 

(d)  Each  governmental  entity  subject 
to  paragraph  (c)(1)  of  this  section 
which  in  the  opinion  of  the  Administra¬ 
tor  is  served  by  public  transit  shall  com¬ 
ply  with  either  paragraph  (d)(1)  or  (2) 
of  this  section.  The  governmental  entity 
shall  either: 

(1)  Adopt  a  plan  whereby  a  charge 
equivalent  to  commercial  parking  rates 
wiU  be  imposed  for  parking  at  any  such 
parking  facility  owned,  operated  or 
leased  by  the  governmental  entity.  In 
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no  case  shall  the  charge  be  less  than 
$20.00  per  space  per  month.  Any  fimds 
collected  by  any  governmental  entity 
under  this  subparagraph  may  be  used  for 
any  legitimate  governmental  purpose, 
Provided,  however.  That  no  such  funds 
shall  be  used  to  subsidize  directly  or  in¬ 
directly  employee  parking;  or 

(2)  Adopt  a  plan  to  reduce  the  num¬ 
ber  of  parking  spaces  in  each  facility 
from  the  number  in  existence  on 
October  15, 1973,  according  to  the  follow¬ 
ing  schedule: 

(i)  by  November  30,  1974,  a  reduction 
of  4  percent 

(ii)  by  February  28,  1975,  a  reduction 
of  8  percent 

(iii)  by  May  31,  1975,  a  reduction  of 
12  percent 

(e) (1)  Each  entity  of  the  Federal 
government  subject  to  paragraph  (c)  of 
this  section  shall  submit  to  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  no  later  than  June  30,  1974,  a 
detailed  compliance  schedule  showing 
steps  it  will  take  to  achieve  either  the 
require  reduction  of  spaces,  or  the  initia¬ 
tion  of  commercial  parking  rates.  In  the 
case  of  a  reduction  of  spaces,  the  sched¬ 
ule  shall  include  provisions  for  marking 
those  spaces  to  be  eliminated  in  a  manner 
obvious  to  members  of  the  public  (paint¬ 
ing  over,  roping  off,  etc.) .  In  the  case  of 
the  initiation  of  commercial  parking 
rates,  the  schedule  shall  include: 

(i)  A  date  for  the  initial  imposition  of 
the  charge.  Such  date  shall  be  no  later 
than  January  31, 1975, 

(ii)  The  amount  to  be  charged  per 
space  per  month, 

(iii)  Any  exceptions  to  the  charge 
(e.g.,  handicapped  personnel,  certain 
high  level  officials  of  the  governmental 
entity),  including  documentation  of  the 
need  and  rationale  for  such  exceptions, 

(iv)  Provisions  for  annual  reevalua¬ 
tion  of  the  amoimt  charged  per  space 
per  month  based  upon  any  changes  in 
commercial  parking  rates. 

(f)  Failure  to  submit  any  report  or 
compliance  schedule  as  required  by  this 
section  shall  render  the  person  so  fail¬ 
ing  to  comply  in  violation  of  an  appli¬ 
cable  implementation  plan  and  subject  to 
enforcement  action  under  section  113  of 
the  Clean  Air  Act.  Any  governmental 
entity  which  either  allows  vehicles  to  be 
parked  in  excess  of  the  niunber  allowable, 
or  which  fails  to  collect  commercial  park¬ 
ing  charges,  shall  likewise  be  in  violation 
and  subject  to  enforcement. 

§  52.487  Limitation  of  Off-Street  Park¬ 
ing. 

(a)  This  section  shall  apply  only  in 
the  event  that  the  Administrator  finds 
that  the  District  of  Columbia  fails  to 
take  one  or  more  of  the  following  steps 
to  implement  the  $2.00  surcharge  (or 
an  equivalent  measure) : 

(1)  Complete  study  identifying  loca¬ 
tions  where  surcharge  or  equivalent 
measure  shall  apply  and  submit  to  the 
Administrator  by  May  30, 1974. 

(2)  Submit  to  the  Administrator 
legally  adopted  regulations  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  or  other  governmental  en¬ 
tities  to  collect  the  smcharge  or  impose 
the  equivalent  measure  by  June  30,  1974. 

(3)  Institute  the  collection  of  the  sur¬ 


charge  or  impose  the  equivailent  measure 
in  those  areas  identified  in  the  study  by 
April  1, 1975, 

(b)  In  the  event  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  chooses  to  adopt  any  “equivalent 
measure”  to  this  surcharge,  the  District 
of  Columbia  must  submit  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  by  December  31,  1973,  in¬ 
formation  demonstrating  that  such 
measure  will  in  fact  achieve  the  required 
result.  Failure  to  demonstrate  this  fact 
adequately  will  cause  the  Administrator 
to  determine  that  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  is  failing  to  implement  the  surcharge. 

(c)  In  the  event  that  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  determines  that  the  District  of 
Columbia  is  failing  to  implement  the 
$2.00  surcharge  (or  an  equivalent  meas¬ 
ure)  he  shall  make  this  determination 
public  in  the  Federal  Register,  and  this 
section  shall  then  be  immediately 
effective. 

(d)  Definition: 

( 1 )  The  term  “off -street  parking  facil¬ 
ity”  means  any  land  or  building  or 
portion  of  a  building  set  aside  for  the 
purpose  of  storing  a  maximum  capacity 
of  10  or  more  vehicles  on  a  temporary 
basis. 

(e)  Each  governmental  entity,  public 
agency,  private  corporation,  partnership 
or  sole  proprietor  owning  or  operating 
an  off-street  parking  facility  located 
within  the  District  of  Columbia  portion 
of  the  National  Capital  Interstate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region  shall,  within  30 
days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  regula¬ 
tion,  report  to  the  Administrator  the 
number  of  parking  spaces  in  each  such 
facility  under  its  ownership  or  control  ok 
the  effective  date  of  this  regulation.  The 
number  used  solely  for  the  storage  of 
vehicles  of  persons  who  reside  within  ^ 
mile  of  the  facility  shall  not  be  counted. 

(f)  Each  such  owner  or  operator  of 
any  off-street  parking  facility  located 
within  the  area  specified  in  paragraph 

(c)  of  this  section  shall  reduce  the  num¬ 
ber  of  affected  parking  spaces  in  each 
such  facility  from  the  number  in  exist¬ 
ence  as  of  the  date  this  regultaion  be¬ 
comes  effective  according  to  the  following 
schedule: 

(i)  Within  90  days  of  the  effective 
date — a  5  percent  reduction: 

(ii)  Within  120  days  of  the  effective 
date — a  10  percent  reduction: 

(iii)  Within  180  days  of  the  effective 
date — a  15  percent  reduction. 

(g)  Each  such  owner  or  operator  of 
an  off-street  parking  facility  subject  to 
the  requirements  of  this  section  shall 
submit  to  the  Administrator,  no  later 
than  60  days  after  the  effective  date  of 
this  section,  a  detailed  compliance  sched¬ 
ule  showing  the  steps  it  will  take  to 
achieve  the  required  reduction  in  park¬ 
ing  spaces.  Such  schedule  shall  provide 
for  the  marking  in  some  manner  obvious 
to  the  public  (such  as  painting  over,  rop¬ 
ing  off,  or  the  like)  of  the  eliminated 
spaces  on  which  parking  is  not  permitted 
pursuant  to  this  section. 

(h)  Failure  to  submit  a  compliance 
schedule  as  required  by  this  section  shall 
render  the  person  or  governmental  en¬ 
tity  so  failing  in  violation  of  a  require¬ 
ment  of  an  applicable  Implementation 
plan  and  subject  to  enforcement  action 


under  section  113  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 
Any  owner  or  operator  of  an  off-street 
parking  facility  who  allows  any  vehicle 
to  be  parked  on  any  parking  space  which 
has  been  eliminated  pursuant  to  this 
section,  or  who  fails  to  mark  clearly  those 
spaces  which  have  been  eliminated,  shall 
likewise  be  in  violation  and  subject  to 
enforcement. 

§  52.488  Vacuum  Spark  Advance  Dis¬ 
connect. 

(a)  For  purposes  of  this  section, 
“vacuum  spark  advance  disconnect” 
means  a  device  or  system  installed  on 
the  vehicle  which  prevents  the  ignition 
vacuum  advance  from  operating  either 
when  the  vehicle’s  transmission  is  in  the 
lower  gears  or  when  the  vehicle  is  travel¬ 
ing  below  a  predetermined  speed. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
District  of  Columbia  portion  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  Interstate  Air  Quality 
Control  Region. 

(c)  On  or  before  January  1,  1975,  all 
gasoline-powered  light  duty  vehicles  of 
model  year  prior  to  1968  and  subject 
under  presently  existing  legal  require¬ 
ments  to  registration  in  the  area  de¬ 
scribed  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section 
shall  be  equipped  with  an  appropriate 
vacuiun  spark  advance  disconnect  device. 

(d)  The  District  of  Columbia  shall 
submit,  no  later  than  January  1,  1974, 
a  detailed  compliance  schedule  showing 
the  steps  it  will  take  to  implement  and 
enforce  this  requirement.  Such  sched¬ 
ule  shall  included,  as  a  minimum,  the 
following: 

(1)  A  date  by  which  the  District  of 
Columbia  will  evaluate  and  approve  de¬ 
vices  for  use  in  this  program.  Such  date 
shall  be  no  later  than  March  1,  1974. 

(2)  A  date  by  which  installation  of 
this  equipment  shall  commence.  Such 
date  shall  be  no  later  than  June  1,  1974. 

(3)  A  date  by  which  all  vehicles  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  section  will  be  equipped  with 
such  devices.  Such  date  shall  be  no 
later  than  January  1,  1975. 

(4)  Designation  of  any  agency  or 
agencies  responsible  for  evaluating  and 
approving  such  devices  for  use  on  vehi¬ 
cles  subject  to  this  section. 

(5)  Designation  of  an  agency  or  agen¬ 
cies  responsible  for  ensuring  that  the 
prohibitions  of  paragraph  (e)  (2)  of  this 
section  shall  be  enforced. 

(6)  Method  and  proposed  procedures 
for  ensuring  that  those  persons  install¬ 
ing  the  devices  have  the  training  and 
ability  to  perform  the  needed  tasks  satis¬ 
factorily  and  that  an  adequate  supply  of 
devices  will  be  available. 

(7)  Provision  (apart  from  the  require-^ 
ments  of  any  program  for  periodic  in¬ 
spection  and  maintenance  of  vehicles 
generally)  for  emission  testing  at  the 
time  of  device  installation  or  some  other 
positive  assurance  that  the  device  is  in¬ 
stalled  and  operating  correctly. 

(e)  After  January  1,  1975,  the  follow¬ 
ing  shall  apply  within  the  District  of 
Columbia  portion  of  the  National  Capi¬ 
tal  Interstate  Air  Quality  Control  Region. 

(1)  The  District  of  Columbia  shall  not 
register  a  vehicle  subject  to  this  para¬ 
graph  which  Is  not  equipped  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section. 
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(2)  No  owner  of  a  light  duty  vehicle 
subject  to  this  paragraph  shall  operate 
or  allow  the  operation  of  any  such  vehi¬ 
cle  that  is  not  equipped  in  accordance 
w  ith  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section. 

<f)  The  failure  of  any  person  to  com¬ 
ply  with  any  provision  of  this  section 
shall  render  such  person  in  violation  of 
a  requirement  of  an  applicable  imple¬ 
mentation  plan,  and  subject  to  enforce¬ 
ment  action  under  section  113  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act.  As  to  compliance  sched¬ 
ules,  the  District  of  Columbia  will  be 
considered  to  have  failed  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  this  regulation  if  it 
fails  to  submit  on  a  timely  basis  the  re¬ 
quired  compliance  schedule,  or  if  the 
compliance  schedule  when  submitted 
does  not  contain  in  satisfactory  form 
each  of  the  elements  it  is  required  to 
contain. 

§  52.489  Catioline  transfer  vapor  con¬ 
trol. 

(a)  The  term  “gasoline”  means  any 
petroleum  distillate  having  a  Reid  vapor 
pressure  of  four  (4)  pounds  or  greater. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
District  of  Columbia  portion  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  Interstate  Air  Quality 
Control  Region. 

(c)  No  person  shall  transfer  gasoline 
from  any  delivery  vessel  into  any  sta¬ 
tionary  storage  container  with  a  capacity 
greater  than  250  gallons  unless  such  con¬ 
tainer  is  equipped  with  a  submerged  fill 
pipe  and  unless  the  displaced  vapors  from 
the  storage  container  are  processed  by  a 
system  that  prevents  release  to  the  at¬ 
mosphere  of  no  less  than  90  percent  by 
weight  of  organic  compounds  in  said 
vapors  displaced  from  the  stationary 
container  location. 

(1)  The  vapor  recovery  portion  of  the 
system  shall  include  one  or  more  of  the 
following: 

(1)  A  vapor-tight  vapor  return  line 
from  the  storage  container  to  the  de¬ 
livery  vessel  and  a  device  that  will  ensure 
that  the  vapor  return  line  is  connected 
before  gasoline  can  be  transferred  into 
the  container. 

(ii)  Refrigeration-condensation  sys¬ 
tem  or  equivalent  designed  to  recover  no 
less  than  90  percent  by  weight  of  the 
organic  compounds  in  the  displaced 
vapor. 

(2)  The  vapor-laden  delivery  vessel 
shall  be  subject  to  the  following  condi¬ 
tions; 

(i)  The  delivery  vessel  must  be  so  de¬ 
signed  and  maintained  as  to  be  vapor- 
tight  at  all  times. 

(ii>  The  vapor-laden  delivery  vessel 
may  be  refilled  only  at  facilities  equipped 
w4th  a  vapor  recovery  system  or  the 
equivalent,  which  can  recover  at  least 
90  percent  by  weight  of  the  organic  com¬ 
pounds  in  the  vapor  displaced  from  the 
delivery  vessel  during  refilling. 

(d)  The  provisions  of  this  paragraph 
Cc)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  the 
following: 

(1)  Stationary  containers  having  a 
capacity  less  than  550  gallons  used  ex¬ 
clusively  for  the  fueling  of  implements 
of  husbandry;  provided,  however,  said 
containers  are  equipped  with  submerged 
fill  pipes. 


(2)  Any  container  having  a  capacity 
less  than  2,000  gallons  installed  prior  to 
promulgation  of  this  paragraph. 

(3)  Transfer  made  to  storage  tanks 
equipped  with  floating  roofs  or  their 
equivalent. 

(e)  Compliance  schedule.  Except  as 
provided  in  paragraph  (f)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion.  the  owner  or  operator  of  any  source 
subject  to  this  section  shall  comply  with 
this  section  on  or  before  January  31, 1974. 

(1)  Any  owner  or  operator  in  compli¬ 
ance  with  this  section  on  the  effective 
date  of  this  regulation  shall  certify  such 
compliance  to  the  Administrator  no  later 
than  120  days  following  the  effective  date 
of  this  section. 

(2)  Any  owmer  or  operator  who 
achieves  compliance  with  this  section 
after  the  effective  date  of  this  section 
.shall  certify  such  compliance  to  the 
Administrator  within  5  days  of  the  date 
compliance  is  achieved. 

(f)  Any  owner  or  operator  of  a  source 
subject  to  paragraph  (e)  of  this  section 
may,  not  later  than  120  days  following 
the  effective  date  of  this  section,  submit 
to  the  Administrator  for  approval  a  pro¬ 
posed  compliance  schedule  that  demon¬ 
strates  compUance  with  the  provisions 
specified  in  paragraph  (e)  of  this  section 
as  expeditiously  as  practicable  but  no 
later  than  June  30,  1975.  The  compliance 
schedule  shall  provide  for  increments  of 
progress  toward  compliance.  The  dates 
for  achievment  of  such  increments  of 
progress  shall  be  specified.  Increments  of 
progress  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited 
to:  submittal  of  final  control  plan  to  the 
Administrator:  letting  of  necessary  con¬ 
tracts  for  construction  or  process 
changes  or  issuance  of  orders  for  the 
purchase  of  component  parts  to  accom¬ 
plish  emission  control  or  process  modi¬ 
fication;  initiation  of  on-site  construc¬ 
tion  or  installation  of  emission  control 
.equipment  or  process  modification;  com¬ 
pletion  of  on-site  construction  or  in¬ 
stallation  of  emission  control  equipment 
or  process  modification;  and  final 
compliance. 

(g)  Any  owner  or  operator  who  sub¬ 
mits  a  compliance  schedule  pursuant  to 
this  paragraph  shall,  within  5  days  after 
the  deadline  for  each  Increment  of 
progress,  certify  to  the  Administrator 
whether  or  not  the  required  increment  of 
the  approved  compliance  schedule  has 
been  met. 

§  52.491  Elimination  of  dryelraning 
lo$Kr«. 

(a)  Definition; 

( 1 )  Drycleaning  Operation  means  that 
process  by  which  an  organic  solvent  is 
used  in  the  commercial  cleaning  of  gar¬ 
ments  and  other  fabric  material. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
District  of  Columbia  portion  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  Interstate  Air  Quality 
Control  Region. 

(c)  After  May  31, 1974,  no  person  shall 
operate  a  drycleaning  operation  tmless 
the  imcontrolled  organic  emissions  from 
such  operation  have  been  reduced  at 
least  85  percent,  except  that  drycleaning 
operation  emitting  less  than  three  (3) 
poimds  per  hour  and  less  than  fifteen 


(15)  pounds  per  day  are  exempt  fnm  this 
regulation. 

(d)  If  incineration  is  used  as  a  con¬ 
trol  technique,  90  percent  or  more  of  the 
carbon  in  the  organic  compounds  being 
incinerated  must  be  oxidized  to  carbon 
dioxide. 

(f)  Any  person  who  fails  to  fulfill  any 
requirement  of  this  section  shall  be  in 
violation  of  an  applicable  implementation 
plan  and  subject  to  enforcement  action 
under  section  113  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

§  52.493  Management  of  parking  sup¬ 
ply. 

(a)  This  section  shall  apply  only  in  the 
event  that  the  Administrator  finds  that 
the  District  of  Columbia  fails  to  take  one 
or  more  of  the  following  steps  to  imple¬ 
ment  the  $2.00  surcharge  (or  an  equiv¬ 
alent  measure) : 

(1)  Complete  study  identifying  loca¬ 
tions  where  surcharge  or  equivalent 
measure  shall  apply  and  submit  to  the 
Administrator  by  May  30,  1974. 

(2)  Submit  to  the  Administrator  le¬ 
gally  adopted  regulations  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  or  other  governmental  en¬ 
tities  to  collect  the  surcharge  or  Impose 
the  equivalent  measure  by  June  30,  1974. 

(3)  Institute  the  collection  of  the  sur¬ 
charge  or  impose  the  equivalent  measr 
ures  in  those  areas  identified  in  the  study 
by  April  1,  1975. 

(b)  In  the  event  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  chooses  to  adopt  any  “equivalent 
measure”  to  this  surcharge,  the  District 
of  Columbia  must  submit  to  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  by  December  31,  1973,  informa¬ 
tion  demonstrating  that  such  measure 
will  in  fact  achieve  the  required  result. 
Failure  to  demonstrate  this  fact  ade¬ 
quately  will  cause  the  Administrator  to 
determine  that  the  District  of  Columbia 
is  failing  to  implement  the  surcharge. 

(c)  In  the  event  that  the  Administra¬ 
tor  determines  that  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  is  failing  to  implement  the  $2.00 
surcharge  (or  an  equivalent  measure)  he 
shall  make  this  determination  public  in 
the  Federal  Register,  and  this  section 
shall  then  be  immediately  effective. 

(b)  Definitions; 

(1)  “Construction”  means  fabrication, 
erection,  or  installation  of  a  parking  fa¬ 
cility,  or  any  conversion  of  land  to  use  as 
a  parking  facility. 

(2)  “Modification”  means  any  change 
to  a  parking  facility  which  increases  the 
vehicle  capacity  of  such  faciUty. 

(3)  “Enlargement”  means  any  physi¬ 
cal  change  or  addition  to  a  parking  facil¬ 
ity  which  increases  the  vehicle  capacity 
of  such  facility. 

(4)  “Commenced”  means  that  an 
owner  or  operator  has  undertaken  a  con¬ 
tinuous  program  of  construction,  modi¬ 
fication,  or  enlargement. 

(5)  “Parking  facility”  (also  called 
“facility”)  means  any  facility,  building, 
structure,  or  lot  or  portion  thereof  used 
primarily  for  temporary  storage  of  motor 
vehicles. 

(c)  No  person,  after  the  effective  date 
of  this  section,  shall  commence  construc¬ 
tion  of  any  new  parking  facility  or  modi- 
ficaticai  or  enlargement  of  any  existing 
parking  facility  until  he  has  first  received 

.  from  the  Administrator  or  from  an 


! 
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agency  approved  by  the  Administrator  a 
permit  stating  the  construction,  modi¬ 
fication  or  enlargement  of  such  facility 
will  not  interfere  with  the  attainment 
or  maintenance  of  applicable  Federal  air 
quality  standards. 

(d)  In  order  for  any  agency  to  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator  for  purposes 
of  issuing  permits  for  construction  of 
any  new  parking  facility  or  any  modifica¬ 
tion  or  enlargement  of  any  existing 
parking  facility,  such  agency  shall  dem¬ 
onstrate  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  that: 

(1)  Requirements  for  permit  applica¬ 
tions  and  issuance  have  been  established. 
Such  requirements  shall  include,  but  not 
be  limited  to,  a  requirement  that  before 
a  permit  may  be  issued,  the  following 
findings  of  fact  or  factually  supported 
projections  must  be  made: 

(1)  The  location  of  the  facility. 

(ii)  The  total  motor  vehicle  capacity 
before  and  after  the  construction,  modi¬ 
fication,  or  enlargement  of  the  facility. 

(iii)  The  normal  hours  of  operation  of 
the  facility  and  the  enterprises  and  ac¬ 
tivities  which  it  serves. 

(iv)  The  number  of  people  using  or 
engaging  in  any  enterprises  or  activities 
which  the  facility  will  serve. 

(v)  The  niunber  of  motor  vehicles 
using  the  facility  on  an  average  hourly 
basis  and  a  peak  hour  basis. 

(vi)  A  projection  of  the  geographic 
areas  in  the  community  from  which 
pewle  and  motor  vehicles  will  be  drawn 
to  Uie  facility.  Such  projections  shall  in¬ 
clude  data  concerning  the  availability  of 
public  transit  from  such  areas. 

(2)  Criteria  for  issuance  of  permits 
have  been  established  and  published. 
Such  criteria  shall  include,  but  shall  not 
be  limited  to: 

(i)  Pull  consideration  of  all  facts 
contained  in  the  application. 

(ii)  Provisions  that  no  permit  shall  be 
issued  if  such  permit  will  result  in  the 
increase  of  VMT  within  any  area,  the  air 
quality  of  which  fails  to  meet  applicable 
Federal  air  quality  standards. 

(3)  Agency  procedures  provide  that 
no  permit  for  the  construction,  enlarge¬ 
ment  or  modification  of  a  parking  fa¬ 
cility  covered  by  this  section  shall  be 
issued  without  notice  and  opportimity 
for  public  hearing.  The  public  hearing 
may  be  of  the  legislative  type  the  notice 
shs^  conform  to  the  requirements  of 
40  CFR  51.4(b) ;  and  the  agency 
rules  of  procedure  may  provide  that  if 
no  notice  of  intent  to  participate  in  the 
hearing  is  received  from  any  member 
of  the  public  (other  than  the  applicant) 
prior  to  7  days  before  the  scheduled  hear¬ 
ing  date,  no  hearing  need  be  held.  Such  a 
requirement,  if  imposed,  shall  be  noted 
prominently  in  the  required  notice  of 
hearing. 

§  52,490  Control  of  evaporative  losses 
from  the  filling  of  veliieiilar  tanks. 

(a)  The  term  “gasoline”  means  any 
petroleiun  distillate  having  a  Reid  vapor 
pressure  of  4  pounds  or  greater. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
District  of  Columbia  portlcm  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  Interstate  Air  Quality 
Control  Region. 


(c)  A  person  shall  not  transfer  gaso¬ 
line  to  an  automotive  fuel  tank  from 
gasoline  dispensing  systems  unless  the 
transfer  is  made  through  a  fill  nozzle 
designed  to: 

( 1 )  Effect  a  vapor- tight  fit  between  the 
fill  nozzle  and  filler  neck  of  the  automo¬ 
tive  fuel  tank  so  as  to  prevent  discharge 
of  hydrocarbon  vapors  to  the  atmosphere. 

(2)  Direct  vap)or  displaced  from  the 
automotive  fuel  tank  to  a  system  wherein 
at  least  90  percent  by  weight  of  the 
organic  compounds  in  displaced  vapors 
are  recovered. 

(3)  Prevent  automotive  fuel  tank 
overfills  or  spillage  on  fill  nozzle  dis¬ 
connect. 

(d)  The  system  referred  to  in  para¬ 
graph  (c)  of  this  section  can  consist  of 
a  vapor-tight  vapor  return  line  from  the 
fill  nozzle  filler  neck  interface  to  the  dis¬ 
pensing  tank  or  to  an  adsorption,  absorp¬ 
tion,  Incineration,  or  refrigeration- 
condensation  system  or  equivalent. 

(e)  Components  of  the  systems  re¬ 
quired  by  §  52.489(c)  can  be  used  for 
compliance  with  paragraph  (c)  of  this 
section. 

(f )  If  demonstrated  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  Administrator  that  it  is  impracti¬ 
cal  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  para¬ 
graph  (c)  of  this  section  as  a  result  of 
fill  neck  configuration,  location,  or  other 
design  features,  the  provisions  of  this 
paragraph  shall  not  apply  to  tanks  or 
vehicles  existing  at  the  time  of  promul¬ 
gation  of  this  regulation. 

(g)  The  District  of  Columbia  shall  di¬ 
vide  all  facilities  subject  to  this  section 
into  three  classes,  the  first  of  which  shall 
equal  approximately  70  percent  of  hydro- 
carbcm  emissions  from  all  gasoline  sta¬ 
tions,  the  second  and  third  classes  shall 
each  equal  approximately  15  percent  of 
total  hydrocarbon  emissions  from  these 
sources.  The  classes  shall  be  known  as 
Class  I,  Class  II.  and  Class  III. 

(h)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(k)  of  this  section,  the  owner  or  operator 
of  a  soiu’ce  included  in  Class  I  shall  com¬ 
ply  with  the  Increments  contained  in  the 
following  compliance  schedule: 

(1)  Contracts  for  emission  control 
systems  or  process  modifications  must  be 
awarded  or  orders  must  be  issued  for  the 
purchase  of  component  parts  to  accMn- 
plish  emission  control  or  process  modifi¬ 
cation  not  later  than  March  31, 1974. 

(2)  Initiation  of  on-site  construction 
or  installaticm  of  emission  ccmtrol  equip¬ 
ment  or  process  change  must  begin  not 
later  than  July  31,  1974. 

(3)  On-site  construction  or  installa¬ 
tion  of  emission  control  equipment  or 
process  modification  must  be  completed 
not  later  than  March  31,  1975. 

(4)  Final  compliance  is  to  be  achieved 
not  later  than  May  31,  1976. 

(5)  Any  owner  or  operator  of  sta¬ 
tionary  sources,  subject  to  the  compli¬ 
ance  schedule  in  this  paragraph  shall 
certify  to  the  Administrator,  within  5 
days  after  the  deadline  for  each  incre¬ 
ment  of  progress,  whether  or  not  the  re¬ 
quired  increment  of  progress  has  been 
met. 

(i)  The  owner  or  operator  of  a  somce 
included  in  the  Class  II  shall  comply 


with  the  increments  contained  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  compliance  schedule: 

(1)  Contracts  for  emission  control 
systems  or  process  modifications  must  be 
awarded  or  orders  must  be  issued  for  the 
purchase  of  component  parts  to  accom¬ 
plish  emission  control  or  process  modifi¬ 
cation  not  later  than  March  31,  1975. 

(2)  Initiation  of  on-site  construction 
or  installation  of  emissions  control 
equipment  or  process  change  must  begin 
not  later  than  July  31, 1975. 

(3)  On-site  construction  or  installa¬ 
tion  of  emission  control  equipment  or 
process  modification  must  be  completed 
not  later  than  March  31,  1976. 

(4)  Final  compliance  is  to  be  achieved 
not  later  than  May  31, 1976. 

(5)  Any  owner  or  operator  of  sta¬ 
tionary  sources  subject  to  the  compliance 
schedule  in  this  paragraph  shall  certify 
to  the  Administrator,  within  5  days  after 
the  deadline  for  each  increment  of  prog¬ 
ress,  whether  or  not  the  required  incre¬ 
ment  of  progress  has  been  met. 

(j)  The  owner  or  operator  of  a  source 
Included  in  Class  III  shall  comply  with 
the  increments  contained  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  compliance  schedule: 

(1)  Contracts  for  emission  control 
systems  or  process  modifications  must  be 
awarded  or  orders  must  be  issued  for  the 
purchase  of  component  parts  to  accom¬ 
plish  emission  control  or  process  modi¬ 
fication  not  later  than  March  31,  1975. 

(2)  Initiation  of  on-site  construction 
or  installation  of  emissions  control 
equipment  or  process  change  must  begin 
not  later  than  July  31, 1976. 

(3)  On-site  construction  or  installa¬ 
tion  of  emission  control  equipment  or 
process  modification  must  be  completed 
not  later  than  March  31, 1977. 

(4)  Final  compliance  is  to  be  achieved 
not  later  than  May  31, 1977. 

(5)  Any  owner  or  operator  of  sta¬ 
tionary  sources,  subject  to  compliance 
schedule  in  this  paragraph  shall  certify 
to  the  Administrator,  within  5  days  after 
the  deadline  for  each  increment  of  prog¬ 
ress,  whether  or  not  the  required  incre¬ 
ment  of  progress  has  been  met. 

(k)  Paragraphs  (h)  and  (i)  of  this 
section  shall  not  apply: 

(l)  To  a  source  which  is  presently  in 
compliance  with  paragraph  (c)  of  this 
section  and  which  has  certified  such 
compliance  to  the  Administrator  by  De¬ 
cember  31,  1973.  The  Administrator  may 
request  whatever  information  he  consid¬ 
ers  necessary  for  proper  certification. 

(2)  To  a  source  for  which  a  compli¬ 
ance  schedule  is  adopted  by  the  District 
and  approved  by  the  Administrator. 

(3)  To  a  source  whose  owner  or  op¬ 
erator  submits  to  the  Administrator,  by 
December  31,  1973,  a  proposed  alterna¬ 
tive  schedule.  No  such  schedule  may  pro¬ 
vide  for  compliance  after  May  31,  1975, 
in  the  case  of  Class  I  sources,  and  May 
31,  1976,  in  the  case  of  Class  n  sources. 
If  promulgated  by  the  Administrator, 
such  schedule  shall  satisfy  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  this  paragraph  for  the 
affected  source. 

(1)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  pre¬ 
clude  the  Administrator  from  promul¬ 
gating  a  separate  schedule  for  any  source 
to  which  the  application  of  the  compli- 
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ance  schedule  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this 
section  fails  to  satisfy  the  requirements 
of  §  51.15  (b)  and  <c)  of  this  chapter. 

§  52.492  Oxidizing  catalyst  retrofit. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Oxidizing  catalyst”  means  a  de¬ 
vice  installed  in  the  exhaust  system  of 
the  vehicle  that  utilizies  a  catalyst  and, 
if  necessary,  an  air  pump  to  reduce  emis¬ 
sions  of  hydrocarbon  and  carbon  mon¬ 
oxide  from  that  vehicle. 

(2)  Fleet  vehicle  means  any  of  5  or 
more  light  duty  vehicles  operated  by  the 
same  person(s>,  business,  or  governmen¬ 
tal  entity  and  used  principally  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  same  or  related  occu¬ 
pations  or  uses.  This  definition  shall  also 
include  any  taxicab  (or  other  light 
duty  gasoline-powered  vehicle-for-hire) 
owTied  by  any  individual  or  business. 

(3)  Governmental  entity  means  any 
agency  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Federal  government,  or  a  state  or  local 
department,  agency,  bureau,  board,  of¬ 
fice,  commission,  district,  or  unit  of  any 
other  type  (excluding  foreign  embas¬ 
sies)  which  employs  personnel  paid 
wholly  with  public  fimds. 

(4)  All  other  items  used  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  which  are  defined  in  40  CFR  Part 
51,  Appendix  N,  are  used  herein  with 
the  meanings  so  defined. 

(b) (l>  This  section  is  applicable  in 
the  District  of  Columbia  portion  of  the 
National  Capital  Interstate  Air  Quality 
Control  Region. 

(2)  Classes  of  Vehicles  Covered:  (i) 
Light  duty  fleet  vehicles  of  model  year 
1971  through  1975,  not  already  equipped 
w’ith  catalyst,  or  certified  to  meet  origi¬ 
nal  1975  statutory  light  duty  vehicle 
emission  standards. 

<c)  The  District  of  Columbia  shall  es¬ 
tablish  a  retrofit  program  to  insure  that 
on  or  before  May  31,  1977,  classes  of 
gasoline -powered  light  duty  vehicles  as 
specified  in  paragraph  (b)(2)  of  this 
section,  which  are  subject  under  pres¬ 
ently  existing  legal  requirements  to  reg¬ 
istration  in  the  area  defined  in  para¬ 
graph  (b)  of  this  section  and  are  used 
on  the  streets  and  highways,  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict.  are  equipped  with  an  appropriate 
oxidizing  catalyst  retrofit  device.  No 
later  than  March  1,  1974,  the  District  of 
Columbia  shall  submit  legally  adopted 
regulations  to  EPA  establishing  such 
a  program.  The  regulations  shall  include: 

(1)  Designation  of  an  agency  respon¬ 
sible  for  evaluating  and  approving  such 
devices  for  use  on  motor  vehicles  subject 
to  this  section. 

(2)  Designation  of  an  agency  respon¬ 
sible  for  ensuring  that  the  provisions  of 
paragraph  (c)(3)  of  this  section  are 
enforced. 

<3)  A  provision  that  starting  no  later 
than  May  31,  1976,  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  shall  commence  retrofitting 
oxidizing  catalysts  to  those  light  duty 
motor  vehicles  able  to  operate  properly 
on  unleaded  91  RON  gasoline.  The  instal¬ 
lation  shall  be  completed  by  May  31, 
1977. 

(4)  A  method  and  proposed  procedure 
for  ensuring  that  those  installing  the 
retrofits  have  the  training  and  ability 


to  perform  the  needed  tasks  satisfactorily 
and  that  they  will  have  an  adequate  sup¬ 
ply  of  retrofit  components. 

(d)  After  May  31,  1977,  the  District 
shall  not  register  or  allow  to  operate  on 
public  streets  or  highways  any  light  duty 
gasoline-powered  vehicles  specified  in 
paragraph  (b)(2)  of  this  section  which 
does  not  comply  with  the  applicable 
standards  and  procedures  adopt^  pur¬ 
suant  to  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section. 

(e)  After  May  31,  1977,  no  owner  of  a 
vehicle  subject  to  this  section  shall  oper¬ 
ate  or  allow  the  operation  of  any  such 
vehicles  which  does  not  comply  with  the 
applicable  standards  and  procedures 
implementing  this  section. 

<f )  The  District  of  Columbia  shall  sub¬ 
mit,  no  later  than  October  1,  1973,  a 
detailed  compliance  schedule  showing 
the  steps  it  will  take  to  establish  and 
enforce  a  retrofit  program  pursuant  to 
paragraph  (c)  of  this  section,  and  the 
text  of  needed  statutory  proposals  and 
needed  regulations  which  it  will  proposed 
for  adoption.  The  compliance  schedule 
shall  include  a  date  by  which  the  District 
shall  evaluate  and  approve  devices  for 
use  in  this  program.  Such  date  shall  be 
no  later  than  September  30,  1975. 

(g)  Failure  to  comply  with  any  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  shall  render  the 
person  so  failing  to  comply  in  violation 
of  a  requirement  of  applicable  imple¬ 
mentation  plan  and  subject  to  enforce¬ 
ment  under  §  113  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 
The  District  will  be  considered  to  have 
failed  to  comply  with  the  requirements 
of  this  regulation  if  it  fails  to  submit 
on  time  the  required  compliance  sched¬ 
ule,  or  if  the  compliance  schedule  when 
submitted  does  not  contain  in  satisfac¬ 
tory  form  each  of  the  elements  it  is 
required  to  contain. 

|FR  Doc.73-15626  Plied  8-1-73:8:45  am] 

[  40  CFR  Part  52  ] 

OREGON;  APPROVAL  AND  PROMULGA¬ 
TION  OF  IMPLEMENTATION  PLANS 

Notice  of  Proposed  Rule  Making 

The  transportation  control  plan  sub¬ 
mitted  to  EPA  on  April  13,  1973,  by  the 
State  of  Oregon  for  attainment  of  the 
primary  national  ambient  air  quality 
standards  for  carbon  monoxide  and 
photochemical  oxidants  (hydrocarbons) 
in  the  Portland  Interstate  Region  was 
approved  with  certain  exceptions  on 
June  15,  1973  (38  FR  16561) .  This  Notice 
of  Proposed  Rulemaking  sets  forth  reg¬ 
ulations  that  in  the  Administrator’s 
judgment  can  be  implemented  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  approved  portions  of  the  Ore¬ 
gon  transportation  control  plan  to  at¬ 
tain  national  standards  in  the  Region  by 
May  31,  1975, 

If,  prior  to  Federal  promulgation  the 
State  of  Oregon  submits  transportation 
control  plan  revisions  which  will  assure 
attainment  of  national  standards  by 
May  31,  1975,  and  which  the  Administra¬ 
tor  determines  are  acceptable,  these  pro¬ 
posed  Federal  regulations  will  not  be 
promulgated.  If  revisions  to  the  State 
plan  are  submitted  and  determined  to 


be  approvable  after  promulgation  of  Fed¬ 
eral  regulations,  then  those  regulations 
will  be  rescinded.  It  is  the  desire  of  EPA 
that  the  plan  to  attain  and  maintain  na¬ 
tional  standards  in  the  Region  be  a  State 
plan  carried  out  by  the  State  or  by  au¬ 
thorized  local  governments.  To  the  great¬ 
est  extent  feasible,  the  Federal  regula¬ 
tions  proposed  are  designed  to  implement 
transportation  control  measures  that  are 
acceptable  to  the  State  and/or  that  re¬ 
ceived  public  support  at  the  State  hear¬ 
ings  held  on  October  25,  1972,  and  on 
May  29,  1973,  or  that  were  contained  in 
the  comments  submitted  to  EPA  follow¬ 
ing  EPA  receipt  of  the  State  transporta¬ 
tion  control  plan. 

Pollution  in  the  Oregon  Portion  of 
THE  Portland  Interstate  Region 

The  Oregon  portion  of  the  Portland 
Interstate  Region  encompasses  the  coun¬ 
ties  of  Columbia,  Washington,  Mult¬ 
nomah,  Yamhill,  Polk,  Marion,  Benton, 
Linn,  and  Lane.  The  Region  lies  between 
the  low  Coast  Mountain  Range  to  the 
west  and  the  Cascade  Mountain  Range 
to  the  east  and  contains  three  major 
urban  areas.  Portland,  the  largest  city  in 
the  Region,  is  situated  in  a  bowl  at  the 
confluence  of  the  Willamette  and  Colum¬ 
bia  Rivers.  The  topographical  and  cli¬ 
matological  features  of  the  Portland  area 
contribute  to  the  accumulation  of  air 
pollution. 

Portland  is  the  only  area  in  the  Region 
experiencing  levels  of  carbon  monoxide 
and  photochemical  oxidants  exceeding 
national  ambient  air  quality  standards. 
The  highest  8 -hour  carbon  monoxide 
concentration  recorded  In  Portland  in 
1971  was  23  parts  per  million,  compared 
to  an  8-hour  national  ambient  air  qual¬ 
ity  standard  of  9  parts  per  million  (10 
milligrams  per  cubic  meter),  not  to  be 
exceeded  more  than  once  per  year.  The 
highest  1-hour  concentration  recorded 
in  Portland  was  32  i>arts  per  million  com¬ 
pared  with  a  national  standard  of  35 
parts  per  million  (40  milligrams  per 
cubic  meter),  not  to  be  exceeded  more 
than  once  per  year.  An  estimated  43  per¬ 
cent  reduction  in  addition  to  the  reduc¬ 
tions  resulting  from  implementation  of 
Federal  emission  standards  for  new  cars, 
is  required  to  attain  the  8-hour  national 
ambient  air  quality  standard.  Attain¬ 
ment  of  the  8-hour  standard  will  ensure 
attainment  of  the  1-hour  standard. 

The  maximum  1-hour  photochemical 
oxidant  concentration  recorded  in  Port¬ 
land  in  1971  was  0.14  part  per  million, 
compared  to  a  1-hour  national  ambient 
air  quality  standard  of  0.08  part  per  mil¬ 
lion  (160  micrograms  per  cubic  meter), 
not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  per 
year.  An  estimated  17  percent  reduction 
in  motor  vehicle  hydrocarbon  emissions, 
in  addition  to  the  reductions  resulting 
from  implementation  of  Federal  emis¬ 
sion  standards  for  new  cars,  is  required 
to  attain  the  1-hour  national  ambient 
air  quality  standard  for  photochemical 
oxidants.  The  strategies  proposed  to 
achieve  attainment  of  the  8-hour  car¬ 
bon  monoxide  standard  will  ensure  at¬ 
tainment  of  the  1-hour  standard  for 
photochemical  oxidants. 
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Summary  of  State  Plan 

The  measures  adopted  by  the  State  for 
implementation  in  the  Oregon  portion 
of  the  Portland  Interstate  Region  and 
submitted  to  EPA  on  April  13  include: 
(1)  Annual  inspection  to  determine 
emissions  from  and  maintenance  re¬ 
quired  for  gasoline-powered  light-duty 
vehicles  with  a  contingency  retrofit  pro¬ 
vision:  (2)  traffic  flow  improvements 
with  contingency  provisions  including 
alteration  of  the  hours  for  loading  and 
servicing  to  off-peak  times;  (3)  public 
transportation  improvements:  and  (4) 
reorganization  and  management  of 
parking. 

The  State  intends  to  limit  the  require¬ 
ment  for  light-duty  motor  vehicle  in¬ 
spection  to  vehicles  registered  in  four  of 
the  Oregon  counties  in  the  Portland 
metropolitan  area  (Clackamas,  Colum¬ 
bia.  Multnomah,  and  Washington) .  The 
emission  inspection  will  be  performed 
using  lostded  (dynamometer)  emissions 
tests  at  inspection  stations  that  are  either 
State  owned  or  privately  operated  under 
State  supervision.  If  the  emission  reduc¬ 
tions  forecast  by  the  State  to  result  from 
the  inspection  and  maintenance  program 
are  not  achieved,  the  State  indicates  ret¬ 
rofitting  of  pre-1968  vehicles  will  then 
be  required. 

The  State  proposes  to  implement  traf¬ 
fic  flow  improvements  in  the  Portland 
central  business  district  through  a  com¬ 
puterized  traffic  signalization  system  and 
through  removal  of  on-street  parking  on 
selected  streets.  If  further  steps  are 
needed  to  improve  traffic  flow  or  to  main¬ 
tain  the  fiow  improvements  achieved 
through  the  computerized  traffic  signal¬ 
ization  system  and  removal  of  on-street 
parking,  the  State  will  implement  other 
measures  including  prohibiting  turns  into 
pedestrian  crosswalks  and  altering  serv¬ 
icing  and  loading  hours. 

The  transit  improvement  plan  devel¬ 
oped  includes  elements  such  as  ac¬ 
quisition  of  new  buses,  construction  and 
operation  of  suburban  park-and-ride  sta¬ 
tions  with  exclusive  bus  lanes  and/or  ex¬ 
press  buses,  development  of  supplemental 
park-and-ride  stations  using  existing 
parking  lots,  and  creation  of  a  transit 
mall  in  the  Portland  central  business  dis¬ 
trict.  Service  improvements  and  an  ag¬ 
gressive  marketing  program  will  be  used 
to  attempt  to  induce  new  ridership. 

To  implement  the  reorganization  and 
management  of  parking,  the  State  has 
determined  the  maximum  allowable 
parking  spaces  by  land  use  and  planning 
zone  for  new  developments  in  downtown 
Portland.  The  Portland  City  Council,  by 
ordinance,  removed  the  minimum  off- 
street  parking  requirements  for  new  de¬ 
velopment  in  the  downtown  area. 

State  Emissions  Density  Calculations 

In  developing  the  transportation  con¬ 
trol  strategies  it  submitted,  the  State 
used  a  proportional  mathematical  model 
to  establish  the  maximum  emission  den¬ 
sities  allowable  if  the  8-hour  national 
ambient  air  quality  standard  for  carbon 
monoxide  is  to  be  attained  and  main¬ 
tained  in  the  Oregon  portion  of  the  Port¬ 
land  Intrastate  Region.  The  reductions 
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in  motor  vehicle  carbon  monoxide  emis¬ 
sions  necessary  to  attain  the  ambient 
carbon  monoxide  standard  by  1975  were 
determined  by  forecasting  the  emission 
densities  for  that  year  and  subtracting 
the  allowable  emission  densities  estab¬ 
lished  by  means  of  the  proportional 
model.  For  the  purposes  of  the  analysis, 
traffic  speeds  and  volumes  were  deter¬ 
mined  for  the  metropolitan  Portland 
area.  Estimates  of  1975  emissions  were 
calculated  for  selected  grid  cells  having 
high  traffic  densities  and  congested  traffic 
fiow.  Based  on  these  calculations  the 
State  determined  that  the  only  grid  cell 
where  the  8 -hour  ambient  carbon  mon¬ 
oxide  standard  ^ill  be  exceeded  in  1975 
is  in  the  central  business  district  of 
Portland. 

Tabular  Summary — Control  Strategy 
Effects 

The  following  table  summarizes,  for 
one  of  the  critical  grid  cells,  within  the 
Portland  central  business  district,  the 
effect  of  each  of  the  control  measures 
included  in  the  strategy  adopted  by  the 
State  of  Oregon  on  the  overall  emission 
reductions  necessary  in  the  Oregon  por¬ 
tion  of  the  Portland  Interstate  Region. 
The  State  estimates  that  the  8-hour 
standard  for  carbon  monoxide  can  be 
met  in  the  Portland  central  business  dis¬ 
trict  by  reducing  the  emission  density  per 
week  day  to  79,000  grams  per  grid  cell. 
The  emission  density  forecast  for  1975 
is  133,950  grams  per  day  for  the  selected 
grid  cell.  The  1975  estimate  takes  growth 
into  account  and  the  reduction  in  emis¬ 
sions  from  implementation  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  standards  for  new  motor  vehicles, 
but  not  the  interim  1975  standards  pub¬ 
lished  April  26,  1973  (38  FR  10317) .  Con¬ 
sequently,  an  appropriate  revision  to  the 
forecasted  motor  vehicle  emissions  in¬ 
ventory  and  adjustment  of  strategies 
may  be  required. 

The  State  calculations  indicate  the 
emission  reductions  needed  in  the  Port¬ 
land  central  business  district  can  be 
achieved  by  combining  increased  transit 
patronage,  traffic  signal  optimization,  re¬ 
moval  of  selected  on-street  parking,  and 
vehicle  inspection  to  determine  emissions 
from  and  maintenance  required  for 
light-duty  vehicles. 

COMPILATION  OF  CONTROL  STRATEGY  EFFECTS  OF 

.State  Plan  for  the  Sample  Analysis  Grid  Cell* 

ON  .May  31,  ly75 

PORTI.AND  central  BU8INE.S3  PISTRICT 


Trans|)orlalion  Control 
Measure 

Carbon  Monoxide  Reduc¬ 
tions  Based  on  Motor  V’e- 
hicle  Emissions  forecast 
for  1975 

gm/grid— 24  hr.  % 

Increased  transit  patronage. 

-7.  .500 

6 

Trallic  signal  optimization. 

-7, 700 

6 

Removal  of  .selected  on- 

street  parking . 

-2t,300 

18 

Inspection  and  maintenance 

of  light  duty  vehicles . 

-18,900 

14 

Total . 

-58,400 

44 

Motor  vehicle  emission,  1975 

133,950 

Motor  vehicle  emissions  re- 

75, 550 

Maximum  emis,sions  allow- 

able  to  attain  standard... 

79,000 

•  Fourth,  Waslilngton,  and  Alder  grid  cefl. 
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Deficiencies  in  the  State  Plan 

Although  the  types  of  transportation 
control  measures  contained  in  the  plan 
submitted  to  EPA  by  the  State  of  Ore¬ 
gon  are  acceptable,  there  are  deficiencies 
in  the  plan  which  prevent  its  complete 
approval  by  the  Administrator.  The  plan 
does  not  contain  for  the  inspection/ 
maintenance  program  an  adequate  de¬ 
scription  of  proposed  surveillance  and 
enforcement  methods,  proposed  rules  and 
regulations,  proposed  administrative  pro¬ 
cedures  to  be  used,  a  description  of  the 
resources  available,  and  a  schedule  of 
dates  by  which  significant  steps  will  be 
achieved.  A  sufficient  description  of  the 
resources  available  to  the  State  and  to 
local  agencies  for  carrying  out  other 
meaures  in  the  plan  is  also  not  included. 

In  addition,  the  emission  reductions 
claimed  by  the  State  to  result  from  some 
of  the  transportation  control  measures 
are  considered  by  the  Administrator  to  be 
somewhat  high.  In  the  Administrator’s 
judgment,  a  motor  vehicle  inspiection/ 
maintenance  program  of  the  type  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  State  will  result  in  an  an¬ 
nual  average  reduction  in  carbon  mon¬ 
oxide  emissions  of  only  12  percent  (See 
Appendix  N,  38  FR  15197).  The  contin¬ 
gency  retrofit  program  is  not  specified  in 
sufficient  detail  to  assure  implementa¬ 
tion. 

The  State  has  supplied  some  evidence 
that  the  traffic  flow  improvements  result¬ 
ing  from  traffic  signal  optimization  and 
removal  of  on-street  piarking  may  not 
ultimately  result  in  increased  traffic  on 
the  affected  streets  and  has  indicated 
that  other  measures  such  as  turn  pro¬ 
hibitions  and  alteration  of  hours  for 
loading  and  servicing  will  be  imple¬ 
mented  if  the  forecasted  traffic  flow  im¬ 
provements  do  not  occur.  Based  on  ex¬ 
perience  in  other  areas,  improvements  in 
traffic  flow  are  generally  short-lived; 
streets  with  improved  traffic  flow  attract 
additional  traffic  and  are  again  soon  con¬ 
gested.  The  contingency  measures  to  be 
instituted  if  the  expected  traffic  flow  im¬ 
provements  are  not  achieved  and  main¬ 
tained  are  not  discussed  in  sufficient  de¬ 
tail  to  assure  implementation. 

Proposed  Federal  Regulations 

Because  of  the  deficiencies  in  the  State 
transportation  control  plan  for  the  Port¬ 
land  Interstate  Region,  Federal  regula¬ 
tions  are  proposed  to  implement  the  fol¬ 
lowing  transportation  control  measures: 

1.  Establishment  of  a  system  of  traffic 
lanes  for  the  exclusive  use  of  buses  and 
car  pools.  The  proposed  regulation  will 
require  that  a  bus  or  bus  and  car  pool 
lane  be  established  between  the  down¬ 
town  and  Park-and-Ride  lot.  It  will  also 
require  that  for  streets  having  four  or 
more  traffic  lanes  in  one  direction,  at 
least  one  lane  must  be  designated  for  use 
only  by  buses  or  by  buses  and  car  jxiols 
with  an  additional  lane  during  rush 
hours.  In  the  case  of  a  street  or  highway 
with  only  three  lanes  in  one  direction,  at 
lesist  one  of  the  lanes  must  be  open  to 
buses  or  buses  and  car  pools  from  6:30 
to  9:30  a.m.  and  from  3:30  to  6:30  p.m. 
This  regulation  will  apply  to  the  Oregon 
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Counties  of  Clackamas,  Columbia,  Mult¬ 
nomah  and  Washington. 

2.  Institution  of  a  daylight  delivery 
ban  that  will  alter  the  hours  heavy-duty 
gasoline  powered  motor  vehicles  are  al¬ 
lowed  to  make  deliveries  in  the  Portland 
central  business  district.  The  proposed 
regulation  will  prohibit  these  vehicles 
from  making  deliveries  in  the  central 
business  district  between  7  a.m.  and  6 
p.m.  The  purpose  of  this  regulation  is  to 
reduce  the  number  and  thus  the  air  pol¬ 
lutant  emissions  from  heavy-duty  ve¬ 
hicles  operating  in  downtown  Portland 
during  the  hours  when  the  8-hour  car¬ 
bon  monoxide  standard  is  most  likely  to 
be  exceeded.  Reducing  the  number  of 
heavy-duty  vehicles  will  have  the  addi¬ 
tional  benefit  of  helping  to  improve  traf¬ 
fic  flow. 

These  Federally  proposed  measures  are 
intended  to  strengthen  and  supplement, 
not  w'holly  replace.  State-adopted  trans¬ 
portation  control  measures.  Other  meas¬ 
ures  are  available  to  EPA  and  to  the 
State  that  wall,  if  implemented,  assist 
in  achieving  a  reduction  in  motor  ve¬ 
hicles  emissions  equivalent  to  that  re¬ 
sulting  from  the  two  proposed  measiu'es. 
In  the  State  of  Washington,  for  example, 
EPA  is  proposing  regulations  requiring 
the  implementation  of  a  selective  ve¬ 
hicle-use  exclusion  program  that  will 
provide  for  metering  the  amoimts  of 
traffic  entering  those  areas  of  Seattle  and 
Spokane  where  air  quality  standards  are 
presently  not  being  met.  To  meter  the 
traffic  entering  the  affected  areas,  the 
State  of  Washington  will  be  required  to 
issue  an  “access  certificate”  to  each  ve¬ 
hicle  requested  within  specified  coimties 
in  the  two  metropolitan  areas.  The  cer¬ 
tificate  will  be  affixed  in  a  prominent 
place  on  the  vehicle.  On  specified  days  of 
the  week,  vehicles  displaying  designated 
certificates  will  be  prohibited  from  op¬ 
erating  or  parking  in  the  affected  areas 
between  7:00  a.m.  and  5:00  p.m. 

The  estimated  effect  of  the  two  pro¬ 
posed  regulations,  implemented  together 
with  three  State-adopted  transportation 
control  measures  is  presented  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  table.  Because  the  State-adopted 
measures  to  improve  traffic  flow  will  not, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  Administrator,  re¬ 
sult  in  the  increases  in  average  vehicle 
speed  forecasted,  the  reduction  in  carbon 
monoxide  emissions  from  traffic  flow  im¬ 
provements  was  reduced  from  the 
amount  estimated  by  the  State.  Attain¬ 
ment  of  national  standards  by  1975 
through  implementation  of  only  the 
State  and  Federal  measures  listed  in  the 
table  will  require  that  the  State  not  per¬ 
mit  in  the  Portland  central  business  dis¬ 
trict  the  construction  of  any  new  park¬ 
ing  facilities  or  the  enlargement  of  any 
existing  facilities.  A  regulation  contain¬ 
ing  this  authority,  Oregon  Administra¬ 
tive  Rule,  Chapter  340,  section  20-050 
through  20-070,  “Parking  Facilities  and 
Highways  in  Urban  Areas,”  was  adopted 
January  24,  1972.  This  rule  w’as  incor¬ 
porated  in  Section  5  of  the  State’s  Im¬ 
plementation  Plan  submitted  January  30, 
1972  and  approved  on  May  31,  1972  (37 
FR  10888).  Stabilization  of  the  parking 
supply  in  the  Portland  central  business 


district  will  reduce  the  annual  increase 
in  light-duty  vehicle  travel,  will  help  as¬ 
sure  the  success  of  State-adopted  pro¬ 
grams  for  traffic  flow  improvement  and 
increased  transit  patronage,  and  will  also 
encourage  car  pooling. 

CoMrii..\TioN  OF  State/Fedf.r.\l  Transportation 
Control  Strateov  Effects  for  the  Sample 
Analysis 

GRII>  CELL*  ON  MAY  31,  1»75 
PORTLAND  CENTRAL  BUSINESS  DISTRICT 


TransiHirtation  Control 
.Mca.^urc 

Carbon  Monoxide 
Reductions 

gm/grid— 8  hr.  Percent 

Incroasod  triinsit  patronape 

1 . . . 

-3,<i00 

6 

Traffic  flow  iinprovoinent 

m 

1.3  . . 

-9.200 

14 

I’arkinp  inaiiapeinont  1 . 

Uiis.'CiirlHxil  lanes  2 . 

-2. 000 

4 

-3.900 

6 

liaylipht  delivery  ban  2.... 

-9. 200 

14 

Total... . 

-28.800 

44 

Motor  vehicle  emissions 

I'.t'S  forecast . 

65.000  . 

Motor  vehicle  emissions 

remaining . 

36.800  . 

.... 

Maximum  emissions  allow- 

able  to  attain  standard. . . . 

38. 800  . 

•Fourth,  Washinpton,  and  Alder  grid. 

1  State-adopted  transportation  control  measure, 
a  El’A-projiosed  traiLsiiortation  control  measure. 

3  Traffic  flow  improvement  measures  include  traffic 
signal  optimitation  and  removal  of  on-street  parking. 

Social  and  Economic  Impacts  of  Pro¬ 
posed  Federal  Transportation  Con¬ 
trol  Measures 

A  quantitative  assessment  of  the  eco¬ 
nomic  and  social  impacts  of  the  proposed 
Federal  transportation  control  measures 
on  the  Portland  Interstate  Region  has 
not  been  possible  due  to  the  short  time 
available  for  development  of  the  meas¬ 
ures  and  the  innate  complexities  of  the 
issues  involved.  However,  an  attempt 
has  been  made  to  identify  some  of  the 
more  important  impacts  that  will  result 
if  the  proposed  Federal  measures  are 
promulgated  and  implemented. 

Reductions  in  the  accessibility  of  the 
Portland  central  business  district  could 
result  if  vehicle  use  is  restricted  through 
the  daylight  delivery  ban.  If  deliveries  at 
alternative  times  of  the  day  or  using 
alternative  modes  of  transportation  are 
not  provided  and  the  central  business  dis¬ 
trict  becomes  less  convenient,  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  the  district  may  be  adversely 
affected.  Property  values  could  fall  and 
private  profits  and  government  revenues 
could  decline.  The  extent  of  adverse  eco¬ 
nomic  effects  and  the  degree  to  which 
these  effects  can  be  ameliorated  through 
providing  alternatives  to  day  time  deliv¬ 
eries  are  difficult  to  estimate.  However, 
economic  losses  in  the  central  business 
district  may  be  offset  by  gains  elsewhere 
within  the  Region. 

EPA  Efforts  to  Mitigate  the  Effects 
OF  Proposed  Regulations 

The  prop>osed  Federal  regulations,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  State-adopted  measures, 
will  eliminate  the  danger  to  human 
health  and  welfare  that  exists  in  the 
Oregon  portion  of  the  Portland  Inter¬ 
state  Region  as  a  result  of  air  pollution 
from  motor  vehicles.  The  regulation 
may,  however,  have  adverse  economic 
and  social  impacts.  The  Administrator 


will  make  every  effort  to  mitigate  the 
adverse  effects  of  his  final  promulgation. 
He  will  be  in  contact  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Transportation  and  other 
departments  as  necessary.  The  Ad¬ 
ministrator  will  request  that  these 
departments  give  special  attention  to 
the  need  for  funding  of  programs  neces¬ 
sary  to  offset  any  adverse  effects  result¬ 
ing  from  the  implementation  of  trans¬ 
portation  control  measures. 

Public  Comments  Solicited 

The  Administrator  intends  that  any 
Federal  regulations  which  must  be  pro¬ 
mulgated  be  as  responsive  as  possible  to 
the  needs  of  the  Portland  Interstate  Re¬ 
gions;  he  therefore  desires  to  obtain  the 
comments  and  suggestions  of  the  public 
on  the  proposed  regulations  and  on  any 
other  measures  that  may  be  taken  by 
Federal,  State,  or  local  governments  to 
strengthen,  supplement,  or  replace  the 
proposed  measures. 

A  public  hearing  will  be  held  on  this 
and  any  alternative  proposals  in  Port¬ 
land  at  the  Portland  Hilton  Hotel,  Parlor 
D,  921  Sixth  Avenue  at  7:30  p.m.  on  Sep¬ 
tember  5,  1973. 

In  any  promulgation  of  regulations 
necessary  the  Administrator  will  con¬ 
sider  all  comments  and  testimony  he  re¬ 
ceives.  as  well  as  any  additional  strategies 
submitted  by  the  State. 

Submittal  of  Written  Comments 

Interested  persons  may  participate  in 
this  rule  making  by  submitting  written 
comments,  preferably  in  triplicate,  to  the 
Administrator,  EPA,  Region  X,  1200 
Sixth  Avenue,  Seattle,  Washington  98101, 
Attention:  Ms.  Betty  Simon.  All  relevant 
comments  received  on  or  before  Septem¬ 
ber  4,  1973  will  be  considered.  Receipt  of 
comments  will  be  acknowledged,  but  sub¬ 
stantive  responses  to  individual  com¬ 
ments  will  not  be  provided.  Comments 
received  will  be  available  for  public  in¬ 
spection  during  normal  business  hours 
at  the  EPA  Region  X  library.  The 
changes  proposed  by  this  notice,  with 
appropriate  modifications,  will  be  effec¬ 
tive  as  noted.  This  notice  of  proposed 
rule  making  is  issued  under  the  authority 
of  section  110(c)  and  301(a)  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act. 

(42U.S.E.  1857c  etseq.) 

Dated:  July  24, 1973. 

Robert  W.  Fri, 
Acting  Administrator. 

It  is  proposed  to  amend  Part  52  of 
Chapter  I,  Title  40,  of  the  Code  of  Reg¬ 
ulations  as  follows: 

Subpart  MM — Oregon 

1.  Subpart  MM  is  amended  by  adding 
§  52.1979  and  §  52.1980  as  follows: 

§  52.1979  Bus/carpool  lane«. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Carpool” — a  vehicle  containing 
three  or  more  persons. 

(2)  “Bus/carpool  lane” — a  lane  on  a 
street  or  highway  open  only  to  buses  (or 
buses  and  carpools) ,  whether  constructed 
specially  for  that  purpose  or  converted 
from  existing  lanes. 
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(3)  “Major  street  or  highway” — any 
street  or  highway  which  meets  the  cri¬ 
teria  given  in  paragraph  (b)(4)  (ii), 
(iii)  and  (iv)  of  this  section. 

(b)  The  following  constitutes  the  bus/ 
carpool  control  strategy  for  the  Port¬ 
land  Interstate  Air  Quality  Control 
Region. 

(1)  Each  incorporated  city  within  the 
counties  of  Clackamas,  Columbia,  Mult¬ 
nomah  and  Washington  shall  establish 
bus/carpool  lanes  on  the  major  streets 
and  highways  (as  defined  herein)  over 
which  it  has  ownership  or  control,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  schedule  in  paragraph 
(b)  (4)  (vi)  of  this  section. 

(2)  The  Oregon  counties  of  Clacka¬ 
mas.  Coliunbia,  Multnomah  and  Wash¬ 
ington  shall  establish  bus/carpool  lanes 
on  the  major  streets  and  highways  (as 
defined  herein)  within  the  Region  over 
which  they  have  ownership  or  control, 
according  to  the  schedule  in  paragraph 
(b)  (4)  (Vi)  of  this  section. 

(3)  The  State  of  Oregon  shall  estab¬ 
lish  bus/carpool  lanes  on  the  major 
streets  and  highways  (as  defined  here¬ 
in)  within  the  Region  over  which  it 
has  ownership  or  control,  according  to 
the  schedule  in  paragraph  (b)  (4)  (vi) 
of  this  section. 

(4)  Each  of  the  governmental  entities 
named  in  the  previous  three  subpara¬ 
graphs  shall  submit  no  later  than  De¬ 
cember  1,  1973,  a  detailed  compliance 
schedule  showing  the  steps  which  it  will 
take  to  establish  these  bus/carpool  lanes 
and  to  enforce  the  limitations  on  their 
use,  with  each  schedule  to  include  the 
following: 

(i)  Each  street  and  highway  which 
will  have  bus/carpool  lanes  must  be 
identified  with  a  schedule  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  lanes. 

(ii)  A  bus/carpool  lane  must  be  estab¬ 
lished  between  the  Portland  central 
business  district  and  each  Park-and- 
Ride  lot  identified  in  section  (iv),  “Pub¬ 
lic  Transportation  Improvements  of  the 
Portland  Transportation  Strategy,” 
April  15.  1973. 

(iii)  If  a  street  or  highway  has  four  or 
more  traflBc  lanes  in  one  direction,  at 
least  one  of  these  lanes  must  be  open 
only  to  buses  (or  buses  and  carpools)  at 
all  times.  If  only  one  lane  is  open  to  buses 
(or  buses  and  carpools)  at  all  times,  a 
second  lane  must  be  open  only  to  buses 
(or  buses  and  carpools)  from  6:30  a.m. 
to  9:30  a.m.  and  from  3:30  p.m.  to  6:30 
p.m. 

(iv)  If  a  street  or  highway  has  three 
traffic  lanes  in  one  direction,  at  least 
one  of  these  lanes  must  be  open  only  to 
buses  (or  buses  and  carpools)  from  6:30 
a.m.  to  9:30  a.m.  and  from  3:30  p.m.  to 
6:30  p.m. 

(V)  In  unusual  situations,  a  street  or 
highway,  or  lane  or  segment  thereof, 
may  be  exempt  from  these  requirements 
if  an  approval  of  the  exemption  is  ob¬ 
tained  from  the  Administrator.  The  ap¬ 
plication  for  exemption  shall  not  be  sub¬ 
mitted  and  will  not  be  accepted  after 
November  1,  1973.  Special  circumstances 
justifying  the  need  for  an  exemption  or 
modification  (such  as  Inappropriateness 
of  use  by  buses,  designation  of  bicycle 


lanes,  or  desire  to  allow  bus/carpool  lanes 
to  be  entered  briefly  by  other  vehicles 
for  the  purpose  of  crossing  a  lane  or 
making  a  right  turn)  must  be  given  in 
detail  with  its  application. 

(iv)  Bus/carpool  lanes  must  be  promi¬ 
nently  indicated  by  overhead  signs  at 
least  once  every  mile,  and  at  each  in¬ 
tersection  or  entry  ramp.  Twenty-five 
percent  of  the  lane  mileage  for  each  of 
the  governmental  entities  must  be  estab¬ 
lished  and  needed  signs  must  be  installed 
by  March  1, 1974;  fifty  percent  by  June  1, 
1974;  seventy-five  percent  by  Septem¬ 
ber  1,  1974;  one  hundred  percent  by  De¬ 
cember  1,  1974. 

(vii)  Bus/carpool  lanes  must  be  prom¬ 
inently  indicated  by  distinctive  painted 
lines,  pylons,  or  physical  barrier. 

(viii)  A  signed  statement  by  the  chief 
executive  officer  of  each  governmental 
entity  or  his  designee  will  identify  the 
sources  and  amounts  of  funds  for  all 
projects. 

(5)  Buses  shall  have  the  right  of  way 
whenever  changing  lanes  on  streets  and 
highways  with  bus  lanes.  This  shall  take 
effect  as  each  lane  is  established  and 
identified. 

(6)  Buses  shall  be  permitted  to  make 
left  turns  whether  or  not  the  intersec¬ 
tion  is  posted  for  “No  Left  Turn”  (except 
when  a  one-way  street  would  be  entered 
from  the  wrong  direction).  This  shall 
take  effect  January  1, 1974. 

(7)  None  of  the  governmental  entities 
named  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section 
shall  convert  existing  on-street  parking 
spaces  to  use  as  motor  vehicle  traffic  lanes 
unless  the  effect  will  be  to  increase  the 
number  of  bus/carpool  lanes  on  the  af¬ 
fected  street  beyond  the  number  other¬ 
wise  required  by  paragraph  (b)  of  this 
section  or  unless  the  effect  will  be  to 
create  a  bicycle  lane  in  place  of  parking 
spaces. 

(c)  Failure  to  comply  with  any  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section  shall  render  the  per¬ 
son  so  failing  to  comply  in  violation  of 
a  requirement  of  an  applicable  imple¬ 
mentation  plan  and  subject  to  enforce¬ 
ment  under  section  113  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act.  With  regard  to  compliance  sched¬ 
ules,  a  governmental  entity  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  to  have  failed  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  this  section  if  it  fails  to 
timely  submit  any  required  compliance 
schedule,  or  if  the  compliance  schedule 
when  submitted  does  not  contain  in  satis¬ 
factory  form  each  of  the  elements  it  is 
required  to  contain. 

§  52.1980  Daylight  delivery  ban  regula¬ 
tion. 

(a)  Definitions: 

( 1 )  “Daylight  hours”  means  the  hours 
between  7  a.m.  and  6  p.m.  Monday 
through  Friday. 

(2)  “Delivery  ban”  means  a  program 
to  reduce  emissions  from  in-use  heavy- 
duty  gasoline-powered  vehicles  employed 
to  deliver  goods  during  daylight  hours. 

(3)  “Heavy-duty  gasoline-powered  ve¬ 
hicle”  means  any  motor  vehicle  desig¬ 
nated  primarily  for  transportation  of 
property  and  rated  at  more  than  6,000 
pounds  GVW  which  is  powered  by  a  gaso¬ 
line-burning  engine. 


(4)  All  other  terms  used  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  which  are  defined  in  Part  51  of  this 
subchapter  are  used  herein  with  the 
meaning  so  defined. 

(5)  “Portland  central  business  dis¬ 
trict”  means  an  area  enclosed  by  the 
freeway  loop  formed  by  the  Marquam 
Bridge-Eastbank  Freeway  (1-5)  and  the 
Fremont  Bridge-Stadium  Freeway  (I- 
405)  and  by  West  Burnside  Street. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Portland  central  business  district. 

(c)  Beginning  January  1,  1975,  the 
State  of  Oregon,  Multnomah  County,  and 
the  City  of  Portland  shall  prohibit  during 
daylight  hours  deliveries  of  goods  to  com¬ 
mercial  establishments  employing  10  or 
more  persons  on  the  streets  or  highways 
over  which  it  has  ownership  or  control. 
The  prohibition  shall  state  that  heavy- 
duty  gasoline-powered  vehicles  making 
deliveries  in  violation  of  the  prohibition 
shall  either  be  towed  away,  or  the  owner 
and/or  operator  subject  to  a  fine  of  up  to 
$100  or  both.  No  later  than  March  1, 1974 
each  of  the  governmental  entities  shall 
submit  legally  adopted  regulations  to 
EPA  establishing  such  a  prohibition. 

(d)  The  State  of  Oregon,  Multnomah 
County,  and  the  City  of  Portland  shall 
submit,  no  later  than  December  1,  1973, 
detailed  compliance  schedules  showing 
the  steps  they  will  take  to  establish  and 
enforce  a  daylight  hours  delivery  ban 
program  including  the  statutory  pro¬ 
posals  and  needed  regulations  which  they 
will  propose  for  adoption.  The  compli¬ 
ance  schedule  shall  include  the  date  by 
which  the  governmental  entities  will  rec¬ 
ommend  needed  legislation  to  the  appro¬ 
priate  body  and  will  identify  the  State, 
county  or  city  officer  responsible  for 
enforcement. 

(e)  Failure  to  comply  with  any  provi¬ 
sion  of  this  section  shall  render  the  per¬ 
son  so  failing  to  comply  in  violation  of  a 
requirement  of  an  applicable  implemen¬ 
tation  plan  and  subject  to  enforcement 
under  section  113  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 
A  state  or  other  governmental  entity  will 
be  considered  to  have  failed  to  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  this  section  if 
it  fails  to  timely  submit  any  required 
compliance  schedule,  or  if  the  compliance 
schedule  when  submitted  does  not  con¬ 
tain  in  satisfactory  form  each  of  the  ele¬ 
ments  it  is  required  to  contain. 

[FR  Doc.72-15629  PUed  8-l-73;8:45  am] 

[40  CFR  Part  52] 

MARYLAND;  APPROVAL  AND  PROMULGA¬ 
TION  OF  IMPLEMENTATION  PLANS 

Notice  of  Proposed  Rule  Making 

The  transportation  control  plan  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  State  of  Maryland  for  at¬ 
tainment  of  the  primary  national  ambi¬ 
ent  air  quality  standards  for  carbon 
monoxide  and  photochemical  oxidants 
(hydrocarbons)  in  the  Metropolitan 
Baltimore  Intrastate  Air  Quality  Region, 
hereafter  called  the  Metropolitan  Balti¬ 
more  Intrastate  Regicm,  was  disapproved 
in  part  on  June  15,  1973.  This  notice  of 
proposed  rule  making  sets  forth  regula¬ 
tions  which  in  the  Administrator’s  judg¬ 
ment  could  be  implemented  in  addition  to 
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the  apr«x>veci  portions  of  the  Maryland 
plan  to  attain  and  maintain  the  national 
standards  for  carbon  monoxide  and  for 
photochemical  oxidants  in  the  Metropol¬ 
itan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Region. 

If  revisions  to  the  State  plan  are  sub¬ 
mitted  and  determined  to  be  approvable 
prior  to  Federal  promulgation,  these  pro¬ 
posed  regulations  •will  be  withdrawn.  If 
revisions  to  the  State  plan  are  submitted 
and  determined  to  be  approvable  after 
Federal  promulgation,  then  those  Fed¬ 
eral  regiilations  will  be  rescinded.  It  is 
the  desire  of  the  Environmental  Protec¬ 
tion  Agency  that  the  plan  to  attain  and 
maintain  the  carbon  monoxide  standard 
and  the  photochemical  oxidant  stand¬ 
ard  in  the  Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intra¬ 
state  Region  be  a  State  plan  carried  out 
by  the  State  or  its  designated  representa¬ 
tives. 

Summary 

Portions  of  the  Maryland  plan  were 
not  approved  on  June  15,  1973,  because 
the  justification  for  claimed  reductions 
and  the  procedures  for  administration, 
enforcement,  and  monitoring  of  the 
strategies  were  not  adequate.  Although 
some  of  the  general  strategies  proposed 
in  the  plan  were  approved,  the  specific 
control  strategy  package  was  not  ap¬ 
proved.  The  specific  control  strategies  in 
the  State  plan  did  not  guarantee  a  suf¬ 
ficient  degree  of  carbon  monoxide  and 
hydrocarbon  emission  reductions  to 
justify  a  finding  that  carbon  monoxide 
and  photochemical  oxidant  air  quality 
standards  would  be  attained. 

Maryland,  by  letter  from  Governor 
Marvin  Mandel,  has  made  a  request  for 
a  2-year  extension  until  May  31,  1977,  to 
meet  the  carbon  monoxide  and  photo¬ 
chemical  oxidant  air  quality  primary 
standards.  This  would  be  the  maximum 
extension  permitted  under  section  110(e) 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act.  On  January  31, 
1973,  the  opinion  of  the  U.  S.  Court  of 
Appeals  for  the  District  of  Columbia  in 
the  case  of  Natural  Resources  Defense 
Coimcil  Inc.,  et  al.  v.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (Civil  Action  No.  72- 
1522)  and  seven  related  cases  required 
EPA  to  apply  a  very  stringent  standard 
of  review  to  State  extension  requests. 
Maryland’s  submittal  does  not  itself  con¬ 
tain  sufficient  supporting  data  on  the 
technical  infeasibility  of  the  available 
control  strategies  nor  does  it  show  ade¬ 
quate  consideration  of  available  alterna¬ 
tive  strategies. 

However,  based  on  EPA’s  own  evalua¬ 
tion  and  analysis  we  have  determined 
that  the  hardw’are  necessary  for  retrofit¬ 
ting  substantial  numbers  of  light-duty 
vehicles  with  catalytic  converters  will  not 
be  available  to  meet  standards  until  May 
31,  1977.  If  evidence  presented  at  the 
public  hearings  or  submitted  to  the 
Agency  during  the  comment  period  in¬ 
dicates  that  this  2-year  extension  is  not 
justified,  appropriate  revisions  will  be 
made  in  our  final  promulgation. 

The  EPA-proposed  regulations  are  de¬ 
signed  to  correct  specific  deficiencies  in 
the  State  plan.  A  regulation  is  prop>osed 
to  accelerate  the  implementation  of  the 
Maryland-proposed  program  which 
would  prohibit  the  State  of  Maryland 


from  registering  or  allowing  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  vehicles  which  cannot  show  proof 
of  satisfactorily  passing  a  loaded  emis¬ 
sion  test.  Because  the  State  plan  lacks 
specific  assurances  of  emission  reduc¬ 
tions  from  improvements  to  public  trans¬ 
portation,  regulations  are  proposed  to 
establish  exclusive  bus/carpool  lanes,  re¬ 
strict  on-street  parking,  restrict  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  additional  parking  facil¬ 
ities,  and  require  the  establishment  of  a 
bus/carpool  computer  matching  system. 

A  regulation  also  is  proposed  to  require 
a  Vacuum  Spark  Advance  Disconnect 
(VSAD)  retrofit  by  1975  of  all  pre-1968 
light-duty  vehicles  and  an  oxidizing  cat¬ 
alyst  retrofitting  by  1977  of  certain  light- 
duty  vehicles  of  model  years  1968-1975 
inclusive.  Also  proposed  are  regulations 
requiring  gasoline  marketing  vapor  con¬ 
trols  to  reduce  hydrocarbon  loss  during 
transfer  of  gasoline.  As  a  final  assurance 
of  adequate  emission  reductions,  a  regu¬ 
lation  is  proposed  to  limit  gasoline  sales 
in  the  Region  to  their  base  year  levels 
beginning  July  1,  1974,  and  to  limit  them 
to  40.5  percent  of  their  base  year  levels 
beginning  May  31,  1977. 

The  strategies  proposed  herein,  when 
taken  together  with  the  effects  of  the 
Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Control  Program, 
are  projected  to  achieve  more  than  the 
57  percent  reduction  in  carbon  monoxide 
base  year  (1972)  emissions  required  to 
meet  the  national  ambient  air  quality 
standard  for  carbon  monoxide  by  May  31, 
1977,  and  will  achieve  the  70  percent  re¬ 
duction  in  hydrocarbon  base  year  (1972) 
emissions  required  to  meet  the  national 
ambient  air  quality  standards  for  photo¬ 
chemical  oxidants  by  May  31,  1977  in  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Re¬ 
gion. 

EPA  is  also  considering  the  promul¬ 
gation  of  additional  control  measures 
and  requests  public  comment  on  the  ap¬ 
plicability  of  these  measures  to  the  Met¬ 
ropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Region. 
Candidate  measiu-es  include  phased  re¬ 
ductions  of  public  parking  facilities,  mo¬ 
torcycle  limitation  programs,  the  ex¬ 
panded  use  of  any  existing  rail  right- 
of-way,  and  establishment  of  bikeways. 

In  addition,  EPA  is  evaluating  the  po¬ 
tential  of  increasing  the  stringency  of 
certain  proposed  regulatory  measures. 
The  proposed  inspection  and  mainte¬ 
nance  regulations  incorporate  a  30  per¬ 
cent  failure  rate  which  could  be  ex¬ 
panded  to  50  percent  and  gain  additional 
emission  reductions.  Furthermore,  Mary¬ 
land  has  in  effect  regulations  for  organic 
solvent  use  and  control  of  degreasing  op¬ 
erations.  Though  these  regulations  are 
believed  to  be  reasonable,  further  exami¬ 
nation  may  indicate  that  additionally 
stringent  measures  are  necessary.  Pend¬ 
ing  review  of  public  comments  and  addi¬ 
tional  EPA  evaluation  of  these  control 
measures  and/or  modifications,  EPA  may 
include  some,  if  not  all,  of  these  poten¬ 
tial  strategies  in  the  final  promulgation. 

Transportation  Control  Alternatives 

Analysis  of  the  air  quality  problems 
in  the  State  of  Maryland  reveals  a  pho¬ 
tochemical  oxidant  problem  and  a  car¬ 
bon  monoxide  problem  within  the  Metro¬ 
politan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Region. 


Since  a  substantial  proportion  of  the 
photochemical  oxidant  problem  and  vir¬ 
tually  all  of  the  carbon  monoxide  prob¬ 
lem  stems  from  emissions  from  indi¬ 
vidual  motor  vehicles,  measures  to  reduce 
emissions  and  measures  to  reduce  vehic¬ 
ular  travel  can  be  effective  in  improving 
air  quality.  Reductions  in  emissions  from 
vehicles  can  be  obtained  through  inspec¬ 
tion  and  maintenance  programs  and 
from  incorporation  of  various  retrofit  de¬ 
vices.  Reductions  in  Vehicle  Miles  Trav¬ 
eled  (VMT)  can  be  achieved  through 
various  pricing  and  taxing  schemes  for 
road  use,  adoption  of  parking  restrictions 
and/or  limitations  of  available  number 
of  parking  spaces,  and  programs  promot¬ 
ing  the  use  of  bus/carpools. 

Direct  vehicle  restraints  may  also  be 
necessary.  These  can  take  the  form  of 
limitations  on  gasoline  distribution  or  of 
restricting  access  of  vehicles  to  areas  of 
high  pollutant  concentrations.  In  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Re¬ 
gion,  where  the  greatest  threat  to  air 
quality  is  an  area-wide  photochemical 
oxidant  pollution  generated  by  hydro¬ 
carbon  emissions,  an  area-wide  limita¬ 
tion  on  gasoline  distribution  would  be 
an  effective  approach. 

In  solving  the  pollution  problem,  im¬ 
provements  to  public  transportation  are 
a  desirable  and  effective  complement  to 
restraints  on  automobile  use.  Such  im¬ 
provements  as  greater  coverage,  in¬ 
creased  frequency  of  service,  improved 
reliability,  improved  comfort,  and  ade¬ 
quate  personal  security  would  further  en¬ 
courage  the  use  of  public  transit  alter¬ 
natives. 

Proposed  Additional  Control  Strategies 

The  Maryland  plan  as  amended  by  the 
June  15,  1973  submission,  attempts  to 
demonstrate  attainment  of  the  photo¬ 
chemical  oxidant  and  carbon  monoxide 
air  quality  standards  through  utilization 
of  five  general  measures;  the  Federal 
Motor  Vehicle  Emissions  Control  Pro¬ 
gram;  a  State-wide,  State-nm  Motor 
Vehicle  Inspection  Program  for  all  gaso¬ 
line-powered  vehicles;  improvements  to 
public  transportation;  retrofit  of  heavy- 
duty  gasoline-powered  vehicles;  and 
major  stationary  source  restrictions. 

The  Maryland  plan,  which  utilizes 
data  gathered  in  the  physical  area  de¬ 
fined  by  the  Baltimore  Metropolitan 
Area  Transportation  Study  (BMATS), 
reports  peak-period  hydrocarbon  emis¬ 
sions  were  57.7  t<ms  and  carbon  monox¬ 
ide  emissions  were  507,800  tons  per  year 
in  1972.  In  order  to  demonstrate  attain¬ 
ment  of  the  standards,  the  State  of 
Maryland  calculations  indicate  that  hy¬ 
drocarbon  emissions  must  be  reduced  by 
70  percent  of  the  1972  emissions  in  the 
BMATS  area  to  a  level  of  17.3  tons/peak 
period  and  that  carbon  monoxide  emis¬ 
sions  must  be  reduced  by  57  percent  of 
the  1972  emissions  in  the  BMATS  area 
to  a  level  of  217,800  tons/year. 

Including  projected  increases  in  ve¬ 
hicle  miles  of  travel,  the  Federal  Motor 
Vehicle  Emissions  Control  Program  will 
reduce  hydrocarbon  peak-period  emis¬ 
sions  by  31  percent  to  39.7  t<xis  and  will 
reduce  carbon  monoxide  emissions  by  32 
percent  to  345,100  tons/year  by  1977. 
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These  estimates  are  adjusted  to  include 
the  1975  interim  motor  vehicle  emission 
standards  as  annoimced  cm  April  11, 
1973. 

To  provide  the  required  additional  re¬ 
ductions  to  attain  the  national  ambient 
air  quality  standards  as  expeditiously  as 
practicable,  several  measures  for  con¬ 
trolling  mobile  sources  and  reducing 
VMT  are  proposed.  Mobile  source  con¬ 
trols  include  the  early  initiation  of  a 
State  vehicle  inspection  program  and  the 
retrofitting  of  certain  light-duty  gaso¬ 
line-powered  vehicles.  VMT  reductions 
to  be  realized  through  improvements  to 
public  transportation  are  augmented 
and  supported  by  proposed  measures 
providing  for  encoiiragement  of  bus/ 
carpools,  parking  restrictions  and  limi¬ 
tations,  and  a  gasoline  distribution 
limitation. 

In  order  to  ensure  that  national  am¬ 
bient  air  quality  standards  will  be 
achieved  as  expeditiously  as  practicable, 
the  following  VMT  reduction  measures 
will  be  implemented  by  May  31,  1975: 

1.  Gasoline  distribution  limitations  to 
their  base  year  (July  1,  1972-June  30, 
1973)  levels. 

2.  Public  transportation  improvements 
including  exclusive  bus  lanes  and  park¬ 
ing  restrictions. 

Moreover,  the  Administrator  is  con¬ 
sidering  the  promulgation  of  additional 
control  strategies  which  he  believes  can 
possibly  provide  further  support  to  as¬ 
sure  attainment  of  the  needed  reduction 
in  VMT.  The  Administrator  encourages 
testimony  on  a  program  calling  for  the 
phased  reduction  of  public  parking 
spaces  in  the  CBD  and  other  trip  attrac¬ 
tion  centers  by  as  much  as  20  percent  by 
mid-1975.  Also  solicited  is  testimony  on 
the  possibility  and  advisability  of  the 
expanded  use  of  existing  rail  right-of- 
way  and  motorcycle  limitation  programs. 

The  final  promulgation  may  include 
measures  not  explicitly  proposed  herein 
if,  on  the  basis  of  information  provided 
to  the  Administrator,  they  appear  at  the 
time  of  the  final  promulgation  to  be  the 
most  effective  and  reasonable  means  of 
attaining  standards. 

Proposed  Reductions  in  VMT 

According  to  the  Maryland  plan,  im¬ 
provements  to  public  transportation  are 
credited  with  reducing  vehicle  miles  of 
travel  by  13  percent  in  the  BMATS  area. 
This  VMT  reduction  is  expected  to  re¬ 
duce  by  13  percent  light-duty  mobile 
emissions  of  both  hydrocarbons  and  car¬ 
bon  monoxide  in  that  area.  Improve¬ 
ments  proposed  include  establishing  ex¬ 
clusive  bus  lanes,  purchase  of  new  buses, 
and  promotion  of  carpools;  however,  im¬ 
plementation  schedules  are  not  firm  and 
hence  provide  no  assurance  for  claimed 
reductions.  To  help  ensure  that  the 
State’s  reductions  claimed  for  mass 
transportation  improvements  will  be 
achieved,  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  is  proposing  four  additional  reg¬ 
ulations:  provision  of  exclusive  bus/ 
carpool  lanes,  limitation  of  on-street 
parking  on  those  streets  with  exclusive 
bus  lanes,  limitations  on  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  additional  parking  facilities,  and 


the  establishment  of  a  computerized 
bus/carpool  service. 

Although  the  Implementation  of  sta¬ 
tionary  source  controls,  inspection/ 
maintenance  of  light-duty  gasoline- 
powered  vehicles,  improvements  to  pub¬ 
lic  transportation,  retrofit  of  certain 
light-duty  gasoline  vehicles,  and  the 
above  four  additional  regulations  will  en¬ 
able  the  carbon  monoxide  standard  to  be 
achieved  in  1977,  these  measures  alone 
will  not  be  sufficient  to  meet  the  stand¬ 
ard  for  photochemical  oxidants  by  1977. 

An  additional  reduction  of  11.5  tons/ 
peak  period  of  hydrocarbon  emissions  is 
required.  To  attain  this  reduction,  EPA 
proposes  a  phased  gasoline  distribution 
limitation,  by  limiting  gasoline  distribu¬ 
tion  by  mid-1975  to  the  base  year  level 
and  by  reducing  the  distribution  by  mid- 
1977  to  40.5  percent  of  the  base  year  level. 

The  Clean  Air  Act  of  1970  requires  at¬ 
tainment  of  the  national  ambient  air 
quality  standard  as  expeditiously  as 
practicable  but  in  no  case  later  than 
May  31,  1975,  unless  the  necessary  tech¬ 
nology  or  other  control  methods  are  not 
reasonably  available  by  that  date.  In  the 
latter  event,  an  extension  of  time  for 
achieving  the  standards  until  no  later 
than  May  31,  1977,  may  be  granted,  but 
all  reasonably  available  alternatives  must 
be  implemented  by  May  31,  1975,  along 
with  such  measures  during  the  pre-1977 
interim  period  as  are  deemed  to  be  rea¬ 
sonably  available.  In  the  Metropolitan 
Baltimore  Intrastate  Region,  a  number 
of  reasonable  strategies  (inspection/ 
maintenance,  gasoline  distribution  limi¬ 
tation,  vacuum  spark  advance  disconnect 
for  light-duty  vehicles,  volatile  organic 
loading  facilities,  preferential  bus  treat¬ 
ment,  on-street  parking  and  new  park¬ 
ing  facility  limitations,  and  a  computer¬ 
ized  bus/carpool  service)  will  be  opera¬ 
tive  in  1975.  However,  because  of  hard¬ 
ware  unavailability  and  long  lead  times 
involved  in  the  acquisition  of  mass  trans¬ 
portation  equipment  and  in  the  installa¬ 
tion  of  advance  retrofit  devices,  the  total 
strategy  cannot  be  completed  imtil 
May  31,  1977.  The  gasoline  distribution 
limitation  strategy  must,  by  its  very 
nature,  rely  heavily  on  the  other  pro¬ 
posed  strategies.  The  percentage  reduc¬ 
tion  in  1977  from  the  gasoline  limitation 
program  is  projected  to  be  59.5  percent 
of  the  base  year  levels  of  gasoline  con¬ 
sumption. 

The  proposals  described  above  are  the 
only  ones  for  which  regulatory  language 
has  been  included  in  this  proposal.  How¬ 
ever,  EPA  will  also  consider  other  VMT 
reduction  measures  as  part  of  this  rule- 
making  proceeding,  and  they  may  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  final  promulgation  if  they 
are  found  to  be  the  most  feasible  methods 
for  achieving  the  standards.  In  particu¬ 
lar,  EPA  will  explore  the  possibility  of 
reducing  VMT  by  the  phased  reduction 
of  the  number  of  public  parking  spaces 
in  CBD’s  and  other  trip  attraction  cen¬ 
ters  by  as  much  as  20  percent  by  mid- 
1975.  establishment  of  a  more  sophisti¬ 
cated  mass  transit  system,  selective 
conversion  of  traffic  lanes  on  roads  to  the 
exclusive  use  of  buses  and  carpools,  adop¬ 
tion  of  more  restrictive  on-street  parking 


regulations,  increased  parking  charges, 
and  adoption  of  more  stringent  enforce¬ 
ment  methods.  Measures  to  promote  the 
use  of  bicycles  and  to  limit  the  use  of  mo¬ 
torcycles  will  also  be  considered.  Com¬ 
ments  on  these  and  other  VMT  reduction 
measures  are  particularly  solicited. 

Proposed  Controls  on  Stationary 
Sources 

Although  Maryland  has  either  existing 
or  proposed  regulations  to  control  sta¬ 
tionary  sources,  its  proposal  to  reduce 
hydrocarbon  emissions  through  vapor 
recovery  during  service  station  and  au¬ 
tomobile  tank  refueling  operations  was 
not  supported  by  propos^  regulations 
which  the  State  committed  itself  to  adopt 
as  required  by  40  CPR  51.14(a)  (ii).  In 
the  plan  addendum  of  June  28,  1973, 
Maryland’s  Intent  to  adopt  such  regmla- 
tions  was  indicated.  ’This  submission  is 
now  being  evaluated.  To  ensure  the  re¬ 
duction  of  1.8  tons/peak  period  claimed 
for  this  measure,  EPA  is  proposing  a  reg¬ 
ulation  to  require  90  percent  recovery  of 
hydrocarbon  vapors  during  loading  of 
service  station  storage  tanks  and  during 
transfer  of  gasoline  to  automobiles.  If 
the  Maryland  proposal  of  June  28,  1973, 
is  satisfactory,  the  regulation  proposed 
by  EPA  herein  will  be  withdrawn. 

Existing  organic  solvent  regulations 
require  that  all  present  drycleaning  in- 
stsdlations  emitting  more  than  200 
pounds  per  day  of  photochemically  re¬ 
active  hydrocarbons  shall  reduce  present 
emissions  by  at  least  85  percent,  and  that 
the  limit  for  new  installations  shall  be  40 
pounds  i>er  day.  Although  the  full  effect 
of  the  existing  regulations  through  nat¬ 
ural  attrition  would  not  be  felt  vmtil 
1987,  the  additional  requirement  that 
all  solvent  users  must  be  fully  controlled 
by  85  percent  of  uncontrolled  emissions 
would  result  in  a  negligible  reduction  of 
0.03  tons  per  peak  period,  or  0.14  percent 
of  the  reduction  required  to  meet  the 
primary  ambient  air  quality  standards 
by  May  31,  1977.  The  administrator  is 
aware  of  Maryland’s  ongoing  program 
for  the  control  of  hydrocarbon  emissions 
from  dry-cleaning  installations  and  is 
presently  evaluating  the  proposed  regu¬ 
lation  which  would  accelerate  the  pro¬ 
gram  by  attaining  full  compliance  by  the 
proposed  May  31,  1974  date.  Conse¬ 
quently,  no  regulation  is  being  proposed 
by  EPA  at  this  time  wi  the  assumption 
that  Maryland  is  proceeding  expedi¬ 
tiously  to  control  this  relatively  small 
source  category  of  hydrocarbon  emis¬ 
sions. 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
has  also  examined  Maryland’s  regula¬ 
tions  governing  emissions  of  organic 
solvents  resulting  from  degreasing  oper¬ 
ations  and  from  evaporation  from  sur¬ 
face  and  architectural  coatings.  For  de¬ 
creasing  operations,  there  are  no  spe¬ 
cific  constraints  on  nonreactive  material 
that  may  be  used,  such  as  perchlorethyl- 
ene  or  saturated  hologenated  hydrocar¬ 
bons  that  are  in  use  elsewhere.  Comments 
are  solicited  on  whether  degreasing  oper¬ 
ations  in  the  Metropolitan  Baltimore 
Intrastate  Region  are  a  significant  source 
of  reactive  hydrocarbon  emissions  for 
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which  a  specific  regulation  should  be 
promulgated. 

Emissions  of  other  solvents  in  the  Met¬ 
ropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Region 
were  also  investigated.  It  has  been  de¬ 
termined  that  technology  does  exist  to 
control  more  efficiently  the  emissions  of 
a  number  of  the  smaller  heating  (15  to 
200  Ib/day  category)  and  spraying  op¬ 
erations  (40  to  200  Ib/day  category)  in¬ 
volving  organic  solvents.  Their  estimated 
total  peak-period  emission  is  0.10  ton  or 
0.47  percent  of  the  reduction  required  to 
meet  the  primary  ambient  air  quality 
standards  by  May  31,  1977.  Comments 
are  solicited  as  to  whether  it  is  feasible 
or  practicable  to  require  additional  con¬ 
trols  on  these  sources,  many  of  which  are 
presiunably  located  on  premises  of  small 
firms.  If  these  comments  indicate  that 
further  controls  are  needed,  then  the 
Administrator  proposes  to  promulgate 
regulations  equivalent  to  those  currently 
adopted  by  the  County  of  Los  Angeles  Air 
Pollution  Control  District  as  Rule  66. 
Other  minor  relaxations  from  L.A.  Rule 
66  involve  evaporative  emissions  from 
gallon  (or  smaller)  containers  of  archi¬ 
tectural  coating  compoimds  and  from 
the  allowable  disposal  limits  of  waste 
solvent  materials.  No  data  are  presently 
available  to  the  Administrator  on  the  at¬ 
mospheric  burden  that  may  be  created  by 
such  evaporative  emissions,  which  are 
presently  believed  to  be  very  small. 

Even  if  the  Administrator  should  deter¬ 
mine  that  Maryland’s  existing  regula¬ 
tions  for  control  of  solvent  emissions  as 
discussed  above  need  not  be  augmented 
at  this  time,  they  will  be  the  subject  of 
continuing  examination  and  their  rigor¬ 
ous  enforcement  will  be  monitored. 

Proposed  Controls  on  Mobile  Sources 

In  the  plan  addendum  of  June  28, 
1973,  it  is  stated  that  legislative  authori¬ 
zation  fvmding  measmes,  etc.,  are  needed 
to  Implement  Maryland’s  proposed  In¬ 
spection  and  maintenance  program.  The 
tentative  implementation  timetable  pro¬ 
posed  by  Maryland  shows  the  commenc¬ 
ing  of  the  20-month  program  on  January 
1,  1975,  following  an  assumed  passage  of 
legislation,  and  completion  by  Septem¬ 
ber  1,  1976.  Under  the  requirements  of 
the  Clean  Air  Act,  the  States  must  pro¬ 
ceed  as  expeditiously  as  pincticable  to  at¬ 
tain  primary  air  quality  standards.  In  an 
effort  to  ensure  the  earliest  p>osslble  ini¬ 
tiation  of  Maryland’s  inspection  and 
maintenance  program,  the  Administra¬ 
tor  is  proposing  a  regulation  to  require 
implementation  of  the  system  to  begin 
by  March  1,  1974,  and  actual  commence¬ 
ment  of  the  inspection  program  by  Au¬ 
gust  1,  1975,  The  duration  of  this  time¬ 
table  is  very  close  to  that  proposed  by 
Maryland.  The  Maryland  plan  proposes 
ah  emission  inspection  program  for  all 
light-  and  heavy-duty  gasoline-powered 
vehicles;  a  12  percent  hydrocarbon  emis¬ 
sion  reduction  and  a  10  percent  carbon 
monoxide  emission  reduction  for  all  such 
vehicles  is  claimed  through  the  use  of  a 
loaded-test  inspection /maintenance  pro¬ 
gram.  These  values  are  consistent  with 
those  presented  in  CFR  Part  51,  Appen¬ 
dix  N.  Both  the  Maryland  and  EPA  pro- 
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posals  assume  an  initial  30  percent  fail¬ 
ure  rate  criterion.  Comments  are  s<dlc- 
ited  on  the  desirability  of  establishing 
an  initial  50  percent  failure  rate  cri¬ 
terion,  which  calculations  indicate  would 
give  an  additional  reduction  of  0.1  ton  of 
hydrocarbons  per  peak -period  emission. 

A  full  EPA  review  of  the  June  28,  1973, 
addendum  is  now  in  progress.  This  re¬ 
view  will  determine  the  degree  of  ac¬ 
ceptability  for  both  the  establishment  of 
the  inspection  and  maintenance  system 
itself  and  the  subsequent  inspection  pro¬ 
gram.  Comments  are  also  solicited  from 
the  public  and  other  interested  parties  on 
all  aspects  of  the  program.  It  is  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator’s  wish  that  the  final  promul¬ 
gation  incorporate  as  much  of  the  Mary- 
land-prop)Osed  program  as  can  be  found 
acceptable. 

On  June  15,  1973,  and  as  subsequently 
amended  on  June  28,  1973,  and  on  July 
9,  1973,  Maryland  proposed  retrofit  of 
heavy-duty  gasoline-powered  vehicles 
with  devices  capable  of  reducing  hydro¬ 
carbon  and  carbon  monoxide  emissions 
by  50  percent.  EPA  is  unable  to  accept 
this  proposal  at  this  time  because  there 
has  not  been  sufficient  time  for  an  ade¬ 
quate  review  of  this  proposal.  Although 
a  proposed  implementation  timetable 
has  b^n  included  in  Maryland’s  latest 
proposal,  cooperative  arrangements  with 
jurisdictions  proposing  a  heavy-duty  ret¬ 
rofit  program  have  not  been  indicated. 
EPA,  however,  encourages  Maryland’s  in¬ 
tended  efforts  in  this  direction. 

EPA  proposes  retrofit  of  pre-1968  light- 
duty  vehicles  with  approved  Vacuum 


Spark  Advance  Disconnect  (VSAD)  de¬ 
vices  and  of  certain  1968-1975  light-duty 
vehicles  with  oxidizing  catalyst  devices. 
The  VSAD  device  is  expected  to  reduce 
hydrocarbon  emissions  by  20  percent  per 
vehicle  and  carbon  monoxide  emissions 
by  9  percent  per  vehicle.  The  oxidizing 
catalyst  device  is  expected  to  reduce  both 
hydrocarbon  and  carbon  monoxide  emis¬ 
sions  by  50  percent  per  vehicle.  Only 
those  cars  of  1968-1975  model  years 
which  run  on  gasoline  with  a  research 
octane  number  (RON)  of  91  can  be  fitted 
with  this  device  because  of  technical  con¬ 
straints.  In  addition,  this  gasoline  must 
be  unleaded.  Exemptions  will  be  allowed 
for  all  1975  model  year  vehicles  originally 
equipped  with  the  oxidizing  catalytic 
converter,  or  those  vehicles  which  are 
certified  to  meet  the  original  statutory 
Federal  emission  standards  for  1975.  Na¬ 
tional  estimates  Indicate  that  approxi¬ 
mately  20  percent  of  the  1968-1970  model 
year  vehicles  and  75  percent  of  the  1971- 
1975  model  year  vehicles  would  be  retro¬ 
fitted  under  this  proposal. 

Summary  of  Effects 

The  estimated  combined  effect  of  the 
State  transportation  control  measures 
approved  by  EPA  and  Federally  proposed 
relation  are  presented  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  table. 

Federally  proposed  regulations  are  in¬ 
tended  to  strengthen,  supplement,  and 
expand,  not  wholly  replace.  State  trans¬ 
portation  control  measures  approved  by 
EPA. 


Compilation  of  Control  Strateot  Effects  for  the  Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Air  Qcauty 

Control  Region  on  Mat  31,  1«77 


Carbon  Monoxide  Hydrocarbons 


Percent  Tons  per  Percent 

Tons  per  of  Total  Peak  of  Total 

Year  Reduction  Period  Reduction 
Required  (6-9  am)  Required 


stationary  Source  Emissions  Without  Control  Strategy. .= 
Expected  Reduction; 

a)  Current  Regulations  (1) . . 

b)  Gasoline  Handling  Vaixir  Recovery  (2) _ 

c)  Other  Stationary  Source  (1) _  ^ 

Rule  Strengthening . . .  -  — 

Stationary  Source  Emissions  Remaining . . 

Mobile  Emissions  from  Highway  Light-  and  Heavy-Duty 
Vehicles  without  Control  Strategy  (Credit  taken  for 

FMVCP) . 

Expected  Reduction; 

a)  Inspection  and  Malntenence  (2).. . . 

b)  Ma.ss  Transit  Improvements  (2) . . . 

c)  VSAD  Retrofit  pre-l'i68  LDV  (3) . 

d)  LDV  Catalytic  Retrofit  1968-1975  (3) . 

e)  Gasoline  Distribution  Limitation  (3).. . . . 

Mobile  Emissions  Remaining _ 

Total  Emissions  without  Strategy _ _ _ _ 

Total  Reduction . . . . 

Total  Emissions  Remaining _ _ _ 

Total  Reduction  Required . 


108,000 

-6,575 

0 

500 

-4.4% 

0 

a  4% 

108. 075  _  - 

242,100 

15,500 

20,400 

1,400 

33,000 

103,200 

68,600 

12.2% 
16.0% 
1.1% 
25.9% 
81. 1% 

345;  100 

168,425 

176.675 

132% 

127,300  . .; 

18. 4 

1.5 

1.8 

a6 

6.5% 

8.1% 

2.4% 

9.  6  _ 

26. 3 

2.1 

1.8 

0.3 

2.9 

11.5 

7.7  — -.r-z 

9.4% 

'■'i 

12.9% 

51.3% 

89  . 7  -  -  . 

22.4 

17  a  — — 

100% 

22.4  :  . 

(1)  Approved  State  strategy. 

(2)  State  strat*“gies  modified  by  EPA. 

(3)  EPA  proiiosed  strategy. 

Implementation  Procedures 

Implementation  of  the  strategies  pro¬ 
vided  for  by  the  regulations  proposed 
herein  is  the  key  to  the  success  of  the 
air  quality  improvement  program  for  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Re¬ 
gion.  Therefore,  the  proposed  regulations 
also  provide  for  the  development  of  any 
necessary  administrative  procedures; 
schedules  of  compliance  by  sources;  and 


surveillance,  monitoring,  and  enforce¬ 
ment  activities. 

In  all  cases  where  VMT  reduction 
measures  are  being  proposed  by  regula¬ 
tions,  the  State  or  city  will  be  required 
to  take  steps  to  accomplish  the  Intended 
result.  If  this  Is  not  done,  penalties  for 
violation  of  the  Cfiean  Air  Act  may  be 
assessed.  It  is  EPA’s  position  that  it  may 
require  States  or  cities  to  enforce  regu- 
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lations  that  are  related  to  their  position 
as  owners  of  roads.  As  owners  of  roads. 
States  and  cities  may  be  held  directly 
responsible  for  the  pollution  caused  by 
those  roads  and  by  the  traffic  which  the 
roads  make  possible,  and  they  may  be 
required  to  take  such  steps  as  are  neces¬ 
sary  to  ensure  that  the  roads  and  the 
activities  carried  out  on  them  cease  to 
cause  violations  of  air  quality  standards. 
Regulations  have  accordingly  been 
drafted  to  impose  enforcement  respon¬ 
sibility  on  the  States  or  cities  only  where 
the  activity  being  regulated  was,  in  the 
judgment  of  EPA,  closely  enough  related 
to  the  government’s  position  as  owner  of 
the  roads  to  justify  the  imposition  of 
responsibility  under  this  theory. 

Economic  and  Social  Impact 

The  social  and  economic  consequences 
of  the  majority  of  the  measures  included 
in  the  Maryland  plan  or  proposed  herein 
are  considered  reasonable.  For  example, 
the  inspection  and  maintenance  proce¬ 
dures  will  require  expenses  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $10  annually  for  the  average  ve¬ 
hicle  Inspected.  The  implementation  of 
the  VSAD  retrofit  program  of  pre-1968 
vehicles  will  require  that  individual 
motorists  pay  approximately  $20  instal¬ 
lation  costs.  Distributed  costs  of  the  var¬ 
ious  Maryland  proposed  mass  transpor¬ 
tation  and  fuel-handling  improvement 
measures,  as  well  as  those  .supplemental 
strategies  proposed  by  EPA  providing  in¬ 
centives  for  the  use  of  express  buses  and 
carpools  and  disincentives  on  the  use  of 
automobiles  by  individual  motorist-com¬ 
muters,  are  also  considered  reasonable. 
In  addition,  these  measures  are  expected 
to  benefit  the  public  from  the  standpoint 
of  improved  traffic  fiow  for  commuters, 
general  urban  mobility,  and  a  decrease 
in  energy  consumption. 

On  the  other  hand,  while  the  collec¬ 
tive  benefits  to  be  derived  from  the  cata¬ 
lytic  converter  retrofit  program  are  sig¬ 
nificant,  the  average  price  to  the  indi¬ 
vidual  motorist  is  $133  per  vehicle.  How¬ 
ever,  the  cost  of  this  proposal  could  be 
ameliorated  by  the  imposition  of  a  state 
financed  retrofit  program  which  would 
spread  the  cost  over  the  entire  vehicle 
population.  Such  a  program  might  be 
financed  through  a  gasoline  tax  or  ve¬ 
hicle  registration  fee. 

The  most  stringent  proposal  would  re¬ 
quire  in  1977  a  gasoline  sales  reduction 
of  59.5  percent  from  base  year  levels. 
This  would  affect  nearly  every  economic 
and  social  activity  in  the  Metropolitan 
Baltimore  Intrastate  Region.  It  is  not 
possible  at  this  time  to  calculate  the 
economic  and  social  cost  to  the  com¬ 
munity  of  this  proposal.  However,  it  must 
be  recognized  that  under  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  must  help  provide  for  attainment 
of  air  quality  standards  as  expeditiously 
as  practicable.  It  is  for  this  reason  that 
the  Administrator  solicits  suggestions  on 
all  possible  measures  which  will  ease  the 
burden  of  the  more  severe  strategies  con¬ 
sidered.  The  Administrator  recognizes 
that  there  are  significant  positive  asiiects 
to  VMT  reductions.  These  VMT  reduc¬ 
tions  may  well  lessen  the  need  for  cur¬ 


rently  envisioned  urban  Interstate  high¬ 
ways.  Many  experts  believe  that  the 
sprawling  development  patterns  fostered 
by  widespread  automobile  use  are  imduly 
wasteful  of  energy,  land,  and  other  re¬ 
sources,  and  have  contributed  to  the  de¬ 
cay  of  urban  centers.  Widespread  use  of 
other  modes  of  transportation  will  be 
necessary  if  these  adverse  tendencies  are 
to  be  corrected. 

Greater  use  of  mass  transit  and  car 
pooling  may  well  stimulate  the  switch  to 
a  4-day  week  by  major  industries.  This, 
in  turn,  may  result  in  further  reductions 
in  VMT  and/or  total  emissions,  at  least 
in  the  CBD.  Gasoline  limitation  meas¬ 
ures  would  stimulate  the  need  for  addi¬ 
tional  mass  transit  and/or  car  pooling, 
thus  resulting  in  further  reductions  of 
the  total  emissions. 

In  summary,  the  Agency  has  responded 
to  the  order  of  tt\e  United  States  Court 
of  Appeals  for  the  District  of  Columbia 
Circuit  and  proposes  a  plan  to  attain 
and  maintain  air  quality  standards  in 
the  Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate 
Region  by  May  31,  1977.  In  this  proposed 
plan  for  attainment  of  standards  by  May 
31,  1977,  the  Agency  proposes  to  grant 
the  maximum  extension  allowed  by  law. 
Even  with  this  extension,  the  plan  would 
result  in  social  and  economic  conse¬ 
quences  which  must  be  considered  severe. 
The  public  hearing  scheduled  on  these 
proposals  should  focus  not  only  on  the 
reasonableness  or  unreasonableness  of 
the  proposed  plan,  but  also  on  what  steps 
can  be  taken  to  clean  up  the  air  and 
maintain  air  quality  standards  beyond 
1977, 

Mass  Transportation 

Improvements  and  expansion  of  the 
existing  mass  transportation  facilties  in 
the  Baltimore  Metropolitan  area  (the 
so-called  Baltimore  Metropolitan  Area 
Transportation  Study  Area — BMATS) 
are  integral  to  the  proposed  reduction 
in  VMT  obtained  as  a  result  of  dis¬ 
incentives  and  restraints  on  the  per¬ 
sonal  use  of  automobiles  primarily  within 
the  BMA'TS  area. 

Since  mid-1971,  all  transit  functions  in 
Baltimore  City  have  been  the  respon- 
sibilty  of  the  Mass  Transit  Administra¬ 
tion  (MTA)  of  the  Maryland  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Transportation.  The  Baltimore 
Transit  Company  had  been  purchased 
in  1970  by  the  predecessor  agency,  the 
Metropolitan  Transit  Authority.  MTA 
is  responsible  for  planning,  program¬ 
ming  and  implementing  mass  transit 
services  in  the  Metropolitan  Transit  Dis¬ 
trict,  which  is  comprised  of  Baltimore 
City,  Baltimore  County,  and  Anne  Arun¬ 
del  County.  MTA  has  taken  over  four 
suburban  transit  companies.  Thus,  the 
entire  metropolitan  transit  system  is 
State  owned  and  operated. 

In  addition  to  bus  transit.  MTA  is 
planning  and  developing  a  regional  rail 
rapid  transit  system  in  coordination 
with  the  Regional  Planning  Council.  The 
Urban  Mass  Transportation  Adminis¬ 
tration  (UMTA)  has  recently  granted 
$22.5  million  to  help  finance  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  first  phase  of  the  system. 
The  local  one-third  of  funds  will  come 


from  the  Maryland  Department  of 
Transportation . 

There  are  few  apparent  legal  or  in¬ 
stitutional  obstacles 'to  improved  transit 
services,  or  even  reduced  transit  fares  at 
the  State  level.  Local  policy  is  one  of 
support  for  public  transit.  There  is  a 
question  of  economic  policy,  however,  re¬ 
lated  to  the  mandate  of  MTA  to  support 
all  costs  incurred  for  construction,  ac¬ 
quisition,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
transit  facilities  “as  far  as  practicable” 
from  the  fare  box  and  Federal  fimding 
grants.  Presently  no  fimds  are  available 
from  Federal  sources  to  subsidize  oper¬ 
ating  losses;  therefore,  it  would  be 
necessary  for  the  State  to  review  policy 
related  to  operating  losses  caused  by  new 
services  or  reduced  fares. 

Present  planning  calls  for  many  tran¬ 
sit  service  improvements,  including  ac¬ 
quisition  of  at  least  100  new  buses  in 
1973.  An  application  to  UMTA  to  sup¬ 
port  this  plan  was  submitted  in  Janu¬ 
ary.  The  transit  technical  study  (T9-5) 
is  in  the  review  stages,  but  it  may  be 
expected  to  recommend  further  service 
improvements. 

Expanded  mass  transit  facilities  are 
essential  to  the  success  of  any  air  pol¬ 
lution  control  strategy  for  the  Metro¬ 
politan  Baltimore  area.  The  Adminis¬ 
trator,  therefore,  encourages  transit  ex¬ 
pansion  in  this  area,  and  he  will  provide 
all  possible  support  to  efforts  by  Fed¬ 
eral,  State,  local  governmental,  and  pri¬ 
vate  groups  to  expand  the  mass  transit 
facilities. 

Public  Comments  Solicited 

Although  the  Administrator  has  con¬ 
cluded  that  the  proposed  plan  is  the  best 
approach  available  to  him  at  the  present 
time  for  achieving  compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  the  Act,  further  ana¬ 
lysis  may  demonstrate  that  more  appro¬ 
priate  options  are  available.  He  there¬ 
fore  desires  to  obtain  the  comments  and 
suggestions  of  the  public  on  the  problems 
of  achieving  the  ambient  air  quality 
standards  in  the  Metropolitan  Baltimore 
Intrastate  Region.  Comments  are  par¬ 
ticularly  invited  pertaining  to  measures 
that  may  be  taken  by  Federal,  State,  or 
local  authorities  to  support  or  supple¬ 
ment  the  proposed  air  pollution  control 
measures  to  implement  these  measures, 
and  to  compare  social  and  economic  ef¬ 
fects  of  alternative  pollution  control 
measures. 

Public  hearings  will  be  held  in  Balti¬ 
more  on  September  5,  1973,  at  10:00  a.m. 
in  the  Carroll  Room,  Baltimore  Hilton 
Hotel,  101  West  Fayette  Street.  Further 
notice  of  these  hearings,  including  loca¬ 
tions  where  EPA  proposals  can  be  in¬ 
spected,  will  be  published  in  the  Balti¬ 
more  area. 

The  Administrator’s  final  promulga¬ 
tion  of  transportation  controls  for  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  area  will  con¬ 
sider  the  comments  and  testimony  he  re¬ 
ceives,  as  well  as  any  additional  approv- 
able  strategies  submitted  by  the  State 
before  or  at  the  hearing  as  part  of  the 
State  plan.  These  influences,  and  the  ad¬ 
ditional  analysis  of  alternative  strate¬ 
gies  that  can  be  made  in  the  time  be¬ 
tween  this  proposal  and  final  promulga- 
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tion,  may  lead  the  Administrator  to 
adopt  final  regulations  that  differ  in  sig¬ 
nificant  ways  from  this  proposal. 

SUBBOTTAI.  OF  WrITTBN  COHBCENTS 

Interested  persons  may  participate  in 
this  rule  making  by  submitting  written 
comments,  preferably  in  triplicate,  to  the 
Regional  Administrator,  EPA  Region  in, 
Curtis  Building,  6th  and  Walnut  Streets, 
Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania  19106.  All  rel¬ 
evant  comments  received  not  later  than 
September  4,  1973  will  be  considered. 
Receipt  of  comments  will  be  acknowl¬ 
edged.  but  substantive  responses  to  indi¬ 
vidual  comments  will  not  be  provided. 
Comments  received  will  be  available  for 
public  inspection  during  normal  business 
hours  at  the  EPA  Region  HI  Office,  and 
at  locations  to  be  announced  in  the 
Baltimore  area.  This  notice  of  proposed 
rule  making  is  issued  under  the  authority 
of  section  110(c)  and  301(a)  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1857  et  seq.). 

EPA  Studies  and  Guidelines 

Further  information  on  transportation 
control,  land  use,  and  motor  vehicle  emis¬ 
sions  may  be  obtained  from  one  or  more 
of  the  following  documents  which  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  has 
published : 

1.  “Prediction  of  the  Effects  of  Tran.iporta- 
tion  Controls  on  Air  Quality  in  Major 
Metropolitan  Areas”  and  “Evaluating  Con¬ 
trols  to  Reduce  Motor  Vehicle  Emissions  in 
Major  Metropolitan  Areas.”  November 
1972.  Both  of  these  documents  are  gen¬ 
erally  known  as  the  "Six  Cities  Study.” 

2.  “Transportation  Controls  to  Reduce  Motor 
Vehicle  Emissions  in  Major  Metropolitan 
Areas.”  December  1972.  This  document  is 
a  summary  of  a  study  of  14  cities  con¬ 
ducted  with  the  view  of  recommending 
specific  transportation  control  strategies. 
(Separate  reports  for  each  of  the  14  cities 
are  also  available.)  The  documents  listed 
in  1  and  2  above  are  available  from  the  Air 
Pollution  Technical  Information  Center, 
EPA,  Research  Triangle  Park,  North  Caro¬ 
lina  27711. 

3.  “Control  Strategies  for  In-Use  Vehicles,” 
November  1972.  This  report  is  available 
from  EPA,  Mobile  Source  Pollution  Control 
Programs.  401  M  Street,  SW.,  Washington, 
DC.  20460. 

4.  “Transportation  Control  Measures,”  Fed¬ 
eral  Register  (38  FR  15194) ,  June  8,  1973. 

5.  “Transportation  Controls  to  Reduce  Motor 
Vehicle  Emissions  in  Baltimore,  Mary¬ 
land,”  APTD-1443  (December  1972),  avail¬ 
able  from  EPA,  Office  of  Air  and  Water 
Programs,  Research  Triangle  Park,  North 
Carolina  27711. 

(42  U.S.C.  1857  et  seq.) 

Dated:  July  24.  1973. 

Robert  W.  F*Ri, 
Acting  Administrator. 

It  is  proposed  to  amend  Part  52  of 
Chapter  1  of  Title  40  of  the  Code  of  Fed¬ 
eral  Regulations  by  adding  the  following: 

Subpart  V — Maryland 
§  52.1085  Inspection  and  maintenance, 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Inspection  and  maintenance  pro¬ 
gram”  means  a  program  to  reduce  emis¬ 
sions  from  In-use  vehicle  by  identifying 
vehicles  which  need  emission-control- 


related  maintenance  and  requiring  that 
maintenance  be  performed. 

(2)  “Precontrolled  vehicles”  means 
light-duty  vehicles  sold  nationally  (ex¬ 
cept  California)  prior  to  the  1968  model 
year  and  light-duty  vehicles  sold  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  prior  to  the  1966  model  year. 

(3)  “Controlled  vehicles”  means  light- 
duty  vehicles  sold  nationally  (except 
California)  in  the  1968  model  year  and 
later  and  light-duty  vehicles  sold  in 
California  in  the  1966  model  year  and 
later. 

(4)  “Loaded  emissions  test”  means  a 
sampling  procedure  for  exhaust  emissions 
which  requires  testing  the  engine  imder 
stress  (i.e.,  loading)  by  use  of  a  chassis 
dynamometer  to  simulate  actual  driving 
conditions.  As  a  minimum  requirement, 
the  loaded  emission  test  must  include 
running  the  vehicle  and  measuring  ex¬ 
haust  emissions  at  two  speeds  and  loads 
other  than  idle. 

<5)  “Idle  emission  test”  means  a  sam¬ 
pling  procedure  for  exhaust  emissions 
w'hich  requires  operation  of  the  engine 
in  the  idle  mode  only.  At  a  minimum,  the 
idle  test  must  consist  of  the  following 
procedures  carried  out  on  a  fully 
warmed-up  engine:  a  verification  that 
the  idle  RPM  is  within  manufacturer’s 
specified  limits  and  a  measurement  of 
the  exhaust  carbon  monoxide  and/or 
hydrocarbon  concentrations  during  the 
period  of  time  from  15  to  25  seconds 
after  the  engine  was  used  to  move  the 
car  or  was  run  at  2000  to  2500  RPM  with 
no  load  for  2  to  3  seconds. 

(6)  “Retrofit”  means  the  addition  or 
removal  of  an  item  of  equipment,  or  a  re¬ 
quired  adjustment,  connection,  or  discon¬ 
nection  of  an  existing  item  of  equipment, 
for  the  purpose  of  reducing  emissions. 

(7)  “Idle  adjustment”  means  a  series 
of  adjustments  which  include  RPM,  idle 
air/fuel  ratio  and  basic  timing. 

(8)  “Initial  failure  rate”  means  the 
percentage  of  vehicles  rejected  because  of 
excessive  emissions  of  a  single  pollutant 
during  the  first  inspection  cycle  of  an 
inspection/maintenance  program.  (If  in¬ 
spection  is  conducted  for  more  than  one 
pollutant,  the  total  failure  rate  may  be 
higher  than  the  failure  rates  for  each 
single  pollutant.) 

(b)  This  regulation  is  applicable  with¬ 
in  the  geographical  confines  of  the  State 
of  Maryland. 

(c)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall  sub¬ 
mit  to  the  Administrator  of  EPA  or  his 
designee,  no  later  than  January  1,  1974, 
a  detailed  compliance  schedule  showing 
the  steps  that  will  be  taken  to  establish 
and  enforce  an  insp>ection  and  mainte¬ 
nance  program  pursuant  to  paragraph 

(d)  of  this  section. 

The  compliance  schedule  shall  include: 

(1)  The  text  of  any  necessary  statu¬ 
tory  proposals  and  regulations  that  are 
needed  to  carry  out  the  inspection/ 
maintenance  system. 

( 2 )  A  detailed  timetable  describing  the 
steps  that  must  be  taken  and  when  these 
steps  will  be  taken  to  ensure  the  timely 
submittal  of  the  needed  legislation  to  the 
legislature  and  to  ensure  timely  ad(H>tion 
of  the  regulations  needed  for  paragraph 
(d)  of  this  section. 


(3)  A  detailed  timetable  describing 
the  dates  of  ordering  and  of  acquisitiem 
of  necessary  equipment. 

(4)  A  signed  statement  by  the  chief 
executive  or  his  designee  identifying  the 
sources  and  amounts  of  funding  for  the 
inspection/ maintenance  program  and  a 
timetable  to  ensure  that  proper  funding 
levels  are  available.  If  funds  cannot 
legally  be  obligated  under  existing  statu¬ 
tory  authority,  the  text  of  the  needed 
legislation  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
Administrator  of  the  Environmental  Pro¬ 
tection  Agency  or  his  designee  pursuant 
to  paragraph  (c)  (1)  of  this  section. 

<d)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall  es¬ 
tablish  an  inspection  and  maintenance 
program  applicable  to  all  light-duty 
gasoline-powered  vehicles  registered 
within  its  confines.  No  later  than 
March  1,  1974,  the  State  of  Maryland 
shall  submit  to  the  Environmental  Pro¬ 
tection  Agency  legally  adopted  regula¬ 
tions  establishing  such  a  program.  The 
regulations  shall  include : 

( 1 )  Provisions  for  the  inspection  of  all 
gasoline-powered  light-duty  vehicles  at 
periodic  intervals  of  no  more  than  one 
year  by  means  of  a  loaded  (dynamom¬ 
eter)  test. 

(2)  Provisions  for  inspection  failure 
criteria  consistent  with  the  emission  re¬ 
duction  claimed  in  the  plan  for  the  strat¬ 
egy.  These  criteria  shall  include  an 
initial  failure  rate  of  30  percent  (see 
definitions) . 

(3)  Provisions  to  ensure  that  failed 
vehicles  receive  the  maintenance  neces¬ 
sary  to  achieve  compliance  with  the 
inspection  standards.  This  shall  include 
sanctions  against  individual  owners  and 
repair  facilities,  retest  of  failed  vehicles 
following  maintenance,  a  certification 
program  to  ensure  that  repair  facilities 
performing  the  required  maintenance 
have  the  necessary  equipment,  parts  and 
knowledge  to  perform  the  tasks  satis¬ 
factorily,  and  such  other  measures  as 
may  be  necessary  or  appropriate. 

(4)  A  program  of  enforcement  to  en¬ 
sure  that  vehicles  are  not  intentionally 
readjusted  or  modified  subsequent  to  the 
inspection  and/or  maintenance  in  such 
a  way  as  would  cause  them  to  no  longer 
comply  with  the  inspection  standards. 
This  might  include  spot  checks  of  idle 
adjustments  and/or  a  suitable  type  of 
physical  tagging. 

(5)  Delineation  of  the  agency  or 
agencies  responsible  for  conducting, 
overseeing  and  enforcing  the  inspection 
and  maintenance  program. 

(6)  Provisions  for  beginning  the  first 
inspection  cycle  by  August  1,  1975,  and 
completing  it  by  July  31, 1976. 

(e)  After  July  31,  1976,  the  State  of 
Maryland  shall  not  register  nor  allow  to 
operate  on  its  streets  or  highways  vehi¬ 
cles  which  fall  within  this  regulation  and 
have  not  complied  with  the  applicable 
standards  and  procedures  of  paragraph 
(d)  of  this  section.  This  shall  not  apply 
to  the  initial  registration  of  a  new  motor 
vehicle. 

(f)  After  July  31,  1976,  no  owner  of  a 
vehicle  which  is  affected  by  this  regula¬ 
tion  shall  operate  or  allow  to  be  operated 
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a  vehicle  which  does  not  comply  with  the 
applicable  standards  and  procedures  of 
paragraph  (d)  of  this  section.  This  shall 
not  apply  to  the  initial  registration  of 
a  new  motor  vehicle. 

§  52.1086  Bii8/carpooI  computer  match* 
ing  system. 

(a)  Definitions; 

(1)  “Bus/carpool  matching”  means 
assembling  lists  of  commuters  sharing 
similar  travel  needs.  The  number  of 
commuters  on  each  list  identifies  poten¬ 
tial  bus/carpools. 

(2)  “Time-origin-destination  (TOD) 
information”  means  Information  that 
identifies  a  commuter’s  work  schedule, 
home  and  work  location. 

(3)  All  other  terms  used  In  this  section 
which  are  defined  in  40  CFR  Part  51,  Ap¬ 
pendix  N,  are  used  herein  with  the  mean¬ 
ings  so  defined. 

(b)  This  section  Is  applicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region  (hereafter  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  Region) . 

(c)  Beginning  March  1, 1974,  the  State 
of  Maryland  shall  establish  a  computer- 
aided  bus/carpool  matching  system 
which  is  conveniently  available  to  all 
employees  in  businesses  having  more 
than  10  employees  within  the  Region 
who  operate  light-duty  vehicles  on 
streets  or  highways  over  which  it  has 
ownership  or  control.  No  later  than  De¬ 
cember  1,  1973,  the  State  shall  submit 
legally  adopted  regulations  to  the  EPA 
establishing  such  a  system.  The  regula¬ 
tions  shall  Include: 

(DA  method  of  collecting  information 
which  will  include  the  following  as  a 
minimum : 

(1)  Provisions  for  each  affected  em¬ 
ployee  to  receive  an  application  form 
with  a  cover  letter  describing  the  match¬ 
ing  program. 

(li)  Provisions  on  each  application  for 
applicant  identification  of  time,  origin, 
and  destination,  and  the  applicant’s  de¬ 
sire  to  drive  only,  ride  only,  or  share 
driving. 

(2)  A  computer  method  of  matching 
information  that  will  have  provisions  for 
locating  each  applicant’s  origin  and  des¬ 
tination  within  a  grid  system  in  the 
urban  area  and  suburban  region  sur¬ 
rounding  it  and  matching  applicants 
with  identical  origin  and  destination 
grids  and  compatible  work  schedules. 

(3)  A  method  for  providing  continuing 
service  such  that  the  master  list  of  all 
applicants  is  retained  and  available  for 
use  by  new  applicants:  applications  are 
currently  available;  and  the  master  list 
is  periodically  updated  to  remove  appli¬ 
cants  who  have  moved  from  the  area 
served. 

(4)  An  agency  or  agencies  responsible 
for  operating,  overseeing  and  maintain¬ 
ing  the  bus/carpool  computer  matching 
system. 

(d)  Failure  to  comply  with  any  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section  shall  render  the  per¬ 
son  so  failing  to  comply  in  violation  of 
a  requirement  of  an  applicable  imple¬ 
mentation  plan  and  subject  to  enforce¬ 
ment  under  section  113  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act. 


§  52.1087  Management  of  parking  sup¬ 
ply. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Ccmstruction”  means  fabrication, 
erection,  or  installation  of  a  parking 
facility,  or  any  conversion  of  land  for  use 
as  a  facility. 

(2)  “Modification”  means  any  change 
to  a  parking  facility  which  increases  the 
vehicle  capacity  of  such  facility. 

(3)  “Enlargement”  means  any  physi¬ 
cal  change  or  addition  to  a  parking  facil¬ 
ity  which  increases  the  vehicle  capacity 
of  such  facility. 

(4)  “Commenced”  means  that  an 
owner  or  operator  has  imdertaken  a  con¬ 
tinuous  program  of  construction,  modi¬ 
fication,  or  enlargement. 

(5)  “Parking  facility”  (also  called 
“facility”)  means  any  facility,  building, 
structure,  or  lot,  or  portion  thereof  used 
primarily  for  temporary  storage  of  motor 
vehicles. 

(b)  This  regulation  is  applicable  in 
the  Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate 
Air  Quality  Control  Region. 

(c)  No  person,  after  August  15,  1973, 
shall  commence  construction  of  any  new 
parking  facility  or  modification  or  en¬ 
largement  of  any  existing  parking  facility 
until  he  has  first  received  from  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  or  from  an  agency  approved 
by  the  Administrator  a  permit  stating 
that  construction,  modification,  or  en¬ 
largement  of  such  facility  will  not  inter¬ 
fere  with  the  attainment  or  maintenance 
of  applicable  Federal  air  quality  stand¬ 
ards. 

(d)  In  order  for  any  agency  to  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  issuing  permits  for  construction 
of  any  new  parking  facility  or  any  modifi. 
cation  or  enlargement  of  any  existing 
parking  facility,  such  agency  shall  dem¬ 
onstrate  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  that: 

(1)  Requirements  for  permit  applica¬ 
tions  and  issuance  have  been  established. 
Such  requirements  shall  include,  but  not 
be  limited  to,  a  condition  that  before  a 
permit  may  be  issued  the  following  find¬ 
ings  of  fact  or  factually  supported  pro¬ 
jections  must  be  made: 

(1)  The  location  of  the  facility. 

(ii)  The  total  motor  vehicle  capacity 
before  and  after  the  construction,  modi¬ 
fication,  or  enlargement  of  the  facility. 

(iii)  The  normal  hours  of  operation  of 
the  facility  and  the  enterprises  and  ac¬ 
tivities  which  it  serves. 

(iv)  The  number  of  people  using  or 
engaging  in  any  enterprises  or  activities 
which  the  proposed  facility  will  serve. 

(V)  The  number  of  motor  vehicles 
using  the  proposed  facility  on  an  average 
hourly  basis  and  a  peak  hour  basis. 

(vi)  A  projection  of  the  geographic 
areas  in  the  community  from  which  peo¬ 
ple  and  motor  vehicles  will  be  drawn  to 
the  facility.  Such  projections  shall  in¬ 
clude  data  concerning  the  availability 
of  public  transit  from  such  areas. 

(2)  Criteria  for  issuance  of  permits 
have  been  established  and  published. 
Such  criteida  shall  include  but  not  be 
limited  to: 

(1)  Full  consideration  of  all  facts  con¬ 
tained  in  the  application. 


(ii)  Provisions  that  no  permit  shall  be 
Issued  if  such  permit  will  result  in  the  in¬ 
crease  of  vehicle  miles  of  travel  within 
any  area  the  air  quality  of  which  fails 
to  meet  applicable  Federal  air  quality 
standards. 

(3)  Agency  procedures  provide  that 
no  permit  for  the  construction,  enlarge¬ 
ment,  or  modification  of  a  facility  cov¬ 
ered  by  this  section  shall  be  issued  with¬ 
out  notice  and  opportunity  for  public 
hearing.  The  public  hearing  may  be  of  the 
legislative  tsqse;  the  notice  shall  conform 
to  the  requirements  of  40  CFR  51.4(b) : 
and  the  agency  rules  of  procedure  may 
provide  that  if  no  notice  of  Intent  to 
participate  in  the  hearing  is  received 
from  any  member  of  the  public  (other 
than  the  applicant)  prior  to  7  days  be¬ 
fore  the  scheduled  hearing  date,  no 
hearing  need  be  held.  If  notice  of  intent 
to  participate  is  required,  that  fact  shall 
be  noted  prominently  in  the  required  no¬ 
tice  of  hearing. 

§  52.1088  Limitation  of  public  parking. 

(a)  The  term  “on-street  parking” 
means  leaving  a  vehicle  on  a  street  or 
sidewalk  and  also  includes  stopping  for 
any  piuiiose  other  than  the  momentary 
and  immediate  pickup  or  discharge  of 
passengers.  A  prohibition  of  “on-street 
parking”  under  this  section  includes  a 
prohibition  against  stopping  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  effecting  any  delivery  of  goods. 

(b)  The  following  provisions  apply  to 
all  areas  within  the  Cfity  of  Baltimore 
and  the  counties  of  Baltimore,  Howard, 
and  Anne  Anmdel,  which  are  in  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region. 

(c)  On-street  parking  limitations: 

(1)  Beginning  January  1,  1974,  the 
City  of  Baltimore  and  all  mimicipalities 
in  the  counties  described  above  shall  pro¬ 
hibit  on-street  parking,  Monday  through 
Saturday,  on  all  streets  and  highways 
over  which  they  have  ownership  or  con¬ 
trol  and  which  contain  express  bus/car¬ 
pool  lanes.  The  prohibition  against  “on¬ 
street  parking”  on  any  particular  street 
or  highway  shall  be  only  for  the  period 
dxiring  which  the  i>articular  street  or 
highway  has  a  lane  or  lanes  reserved  for 
buses,  carpools,  or  buses  and  carpools. 
The  prohibition  shall  state  that  vehicles 
parked  in  violation  of  the  prohibition 
shall  be  towed  away,  or  the  owner  shall 
be  subject  to  a  fine  of  up  to  $100  per 
violation,  or  both,  depending  on  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  of  the  violation. 

(2)  Beginning  January  1,  1974,  the 
counties  of  Baltimore,  Howard,  and  Anne 
Arundel  shall  prohibit  on-street  park¬ 
ing,  Monday  through  Saturday,  on  all 
streets  and  highways  over  which  they 
have  ownership  or  control  and  which 
contain  bus/carpool  lanes.  The  prohibi¬ 
tion  against  “on-street  parking”  on  any 
particular  street  or  highway  shall  be  only 
for  the  period  during  which  the  particu¬ 
lar  street  or  highway  has  a  lane  or  lanes 
reserved  for  buses,  carpools,  or  buses  and 
carpools.  The  prohibition  shall  state  that 
vehicles  parked  in  violation  shall  be 
towed  away,  or  the  owner  shall  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  a  fine  of  up  to  $100  per  violation, 
or  both,  depending  on  the  circumstances 
of  the  violation. 
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(3)  Beginning  on  January  1,  1974,  the 
State  of  Maryland  shall  prohibit  on¬ 
street  parking,  Monday  through  Satur¬ 
day,  on  streets  and  highways  over  which 
it  has  owTiership  or  control  and  which 
contain  express  bus/carpool  lanes.  The 
prohibition  against  “on-street  parking" 
on  any  particular  street  or  highway  shall 
be  only  for  the  period  during  which  the 
particular  street  or  highway  has  a  lane 
or  lanes  reserved  for  buses,  carpools,  or 
buses  and  carpools.  The  prohibition  shall 
state  that  vehicles  parked  in  violation 
of  the  prohibition  shall  be  towed  away, 
or  the  owner  shall  be  subject  to  a  fine  of 
up  to  $100  for  violation,  or  both,  depend¬ 
ing  on  the  circumstances  of  the  violation. 

(d)  Failure  to  comply  with  any  provi¬ 
sion  of  this  section  shall  render  the  per¬ 
son  so  failing  to  comply  in  violation  of 
a  requirement  of  an  applicable  imple¬ 
mentation  plan,  and  subject  to  enforce¬ 
ment  under  section  113  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act. 

§  52.1089  Preferential  bus/earpool  treat¬ 
ment. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Carpool”  means  a  vehicle  con¬ 
taining  three  or  more  persons. 

(2)  “Bus/carpool  lane"  means  a  lane 
or  a  street  or  highway  open  only  to  buses 
(or  buses  and  carpools),  whether  con¬ 
structed  specially  for  that  purpose  or 
converted  from  existing  lanes. 

(3)  “CBD”  is  defined  as  the  area 
bounded  by  Centre  Street,  Fallsway, 
Falls  Avenue,  Pratt  Street,  Greene 
Street,  Franklin  Street  and  Eutaw  Street 
in  Baltimore  City. 

(4)  “Major  street  or  highway”  means 
any  street  or  highway  which  meets  the 
criteria  given  in  paragraphs  (b)  (4)  (ii) 
and  (iii)  of  this  section. 

(b)  The  following  provisions  apply  to 
all  areas  within  the  City  of  Baltimore 
and  the  counties  of  Baltimore,  Howard, 
and  Anne  Arundel. 

(1)  The  City  of  Baltimore  and  all 
municipalities  in  counties  described 
above  shall  establish  bus/carpool  lanes 
on  the  major  streets  and  highways  over 
which  they  have  ownership  or  control 
according  to  the  schedule  in  paragraph 
(b)  (4)  (V)  of  this  section. 

(2)  Baltimore,  Howard,  and  Anne 
Arundel  counties  shall  establish  bus/car¬ 
pool  lanes  on  the  major  streets  and  high¬ 
ways  over  which  they  have  ownership  or 
control,  according  to  the  schedule  in 
paragraph  (b)  (4)  <v)  of  this  section. 

(3)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall 
establish  bus/carpool  lanes  on  the  major 
streets  and  highways  over  which  it  has 
ownership  or  control,  according  to  the 
schedule  in  paragraph  (b)  (4)  (v)  of  this 
section. 

(4)  Each  of  the  governmental  entities 
named  in  the  previous  three  subpara¬ 
graphs  of  this  paragraph  shall  submit, 
no  later  than  January  1,  1974,  a  detailed 
compliance  schedule  showing  the  steps 
which  it  will  take  to  establish  these  bus/ 
carpool  lanes  and  to  enforce  the  limita¬ 
tions  on  their  use,  with  each  schedule 
to  include  the  following: 

(i)  Each  street  and  highway  which 
will  have  bus/carpool  lanes  must  be 


Identified  with  a  schedule  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  lanes. 

(ii)  If  a  street  or  highway  has  four  or 
more  traffic  lanes  in  one  direction,  at 
least  one  of  these  lanes  must  be  open 
only  to  buses  (or  buses  and  carpools) 
from  6:30  a.m.  to  9:30  a.m.  and  from 
3:30  p.m.  to  6:30  p.m. 

(iii)  If  a  street  or  highway  has  three 
lanes  in  one  direction,  at  least  one  of 
these  lanes  must  be  open  only  to  buses 
(or  bu.ses  and  carpools)  from  6:30  a.m. 
to  9:30  a.m.  and  from  3:30  p.m.  to 
6:30  p.m. 

(iv)  In  unusual  situations,  a  street  or 
highway,  or  segment  thereof,  may  be 
exempt  from  these  requirements  if  an 
approval  of  the  exemption  is  obtained 
from  the  Administrator.  The  application 
for  exemption  shall  not  be  submitted 
and  will  not  accepted  after  November  15, 

1973.  Special  circumstances  justifying 
the  need  for  an  exemption  (such  as  in¬ 
appropriateness  of  use  by  buses,  designa¬ 
tion  of  bicycle  lanes  instead,  or  desire 
to  allow  bus  /carpool  lanes  to  be  entered 
briefiy  by  other  vehicles  for  the  purpose 
of  crossing  a  lane  or  making  a  right 
turn)  must  be  given  in  detail  with  the 
application. 

(v)  Bus/carpool  lanes  must  be  pro¬ 
minently  indicated  by  overhead  signs  at 
least  once  every  mile,  and  at  each  inter¬ 
section  or  entry  ramp.  Of  the  lane  mile¬ 
age  for  each  of  the  governmental  en¬ 
tities.  25  percent  must  be  established 
and  needed  signs  must  be  installed  by 
March  1,  1974;  50  percent  by  June  1, 
1974;  and  75  percent  by  September  1, 
1974;  and  100  percent  by  December  1, 

1974. 

(Vi)  Bus/carpool  lanes  must  be  promi¬ 
nently  indicated  by  distinctive  painted 
lines  pylons,  or  physical  barriers. 

(vii)  Between  7:00  a.m.  and  6:30  p.m., 
the  right  two  lanes  of  each  one-way 
street  in  the  CBD  having  four  or  more 
lanes  shall  be  bus/carpool  lanes. 

(viii)  Between  7:00  a.m.  and  6:30  p.m., 
the  right  lanes  of  each  one-way  street 
in  the  CBD  having  three  lanes  shall  be 
a  bus/carpool  lane. 

(ix)  In  unusual  situations,  the  require¬ 
ments  of  paragraph  (b)  (4)  (iv)  of  this 
section  shall  apply. 

(5)  Buses  shall  have  the  right-of-way 
whenever  changing  lanes  on  streets  and 
highways  with  bus  lanes.  This  shall  take 
effect  as  each  lane  is  established  and 
identified. 

(6)  Buses  shall  be  permitted  to  make 
left  turns  whether  or  not  the  intersection 
is  posted  for  “No  Left  Turn”  (except 
when  a  one-way  street  would  be  entered 
from  the  wrong  direction).  This  shall 
take  effect  January  1, 1974. 

(7)  None  of  the  governmental  entities 
named  in  paragraphs  (b)  (1) ,  (b)  (2)  and 
(b)  (3)  of  this  section  shall  convert 
existing  on-street  parking  spaces  to  traf¬ 
fic  lanes  unless  the  effect  will  be  to  in¬ 
crease  the  number  of  bus/carpool  lanes 
on  the  affected  street  beyond  the  number 
otherwise  required  by  paragraph  (b)  of 
this  section  or  unless  the  effect  will  be 
to  create  a  bicycle  lane  in  place  of  the 
parking  spaces.  Exemptions  from  the 
requirements  of  this  paragraph  (b)  (7) 


of  this  section  may  be  sought  by  appli¬ 
cation  in  the  manner  and  subject  to  the 
requirements  provided  for  by  paragraph 
(b)  (4)  (iv)  of  this  section.  Requests  for 
exceptions  pursuant  to  this  subpara¬ 
graph  along  streets  or  highways  on  which 
existing  parking  lanes  will  be  automati¬ 
cally  eliminated  by  the  institution  of 
parking  limitations  pursuant  to  §  52.1088 
of  this  Chapter  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
EPA  no  later  than  November  15,  1973.  In 
all  other  cases,  requests  for  exceptions 
must  be  made  and  approved  before  a 
parking  lane  can  be  converted  to  a  traffic 
lane  other  than  bicycle  or  bus/carpool 
lanes. 

(8)  A  signed  statement  by  the  chief 
executive  of  each  governmental  entity 
or  his  designee  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
EPA  on  January  1,  1974,  to  identify  the 
sources  and  amount  of  funds  for  all 
projects. 

(c)  Failure  to  comply  with  any  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  shall  render  the 
person  so  failing  to  comply  in  violation 
of  a  requirement  of  an  applicable  imple¬ 
mentation  plan  and  subject  to  enforce¬ 
ment  under  section  113  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act.  A  State  of  other  governmental  en¬ 
tity  will  be  considered  to  have  failed  to 
comply  with  the  requirements  of  this 
section  if  it  fails  to  timely  submit  any 
required  compliance  schedule,  or  if  the 
compliance  schedule  when  submitted 
does  not  contain  in  satisfactory  form 
each  of  the  elements  it  is  required  to 
contain. 

§  52.1090  (k>ntrol  of  evaporative  losses 
from  the  filling  of  vehicular  tanks. 

(a)  The  term  “gasoline”  means  any 
petroleum  distillate  having  a  Reid  vapor 
pressure  of  4  pounds  or  greater. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region. 

(c)  A  person  shall  not  transfer  gaso¬ 
line  to  an  automotive  fuel  tank  from 
gasoline-dispensing  systems  unless  the 
transfer  is  made  through  a  fill  nozzle 
designed  to: 

(1)  Effect  a  vapor-tight  fit  between 
the  fill  nozzle  and  filler  neck  of  the  auto¬ 
motive  fuel  tank  so  as  to  prevent  dis¬ 
charge  of  hydrocarbon  vapors  to  the 
atmosphere. 

(2)  Direct  vapor  displaced  from  the 
automotive  fuel  tank  to  a  system  wherein 
at  least  90  percent  by  weight  of  the  or¬ 
ganic  compounds  in  displaced  vapors  are 
recovered. 

(3)  Prevent  automotive  fuel  tank 
overfills  or  spillage  on  fill  nozzle  discon¬ 
nect. 

(d)  The  system  referred  to  in  para¬ 
graph  (c)  of  this  section  can  consist  of 
a  vapor-tight  vapor  return  line  from  the 
fill  nozzle  filler  neck  interface  to  the 
dispensing  tank  or  to  an  adsorption,  ab¬ 
sorption,  incineration,  or  refrigeration- 
condensation  system  or  equivalent. 

(e)  Components  of  the  systems  re¬ 
quired  by  1  52.1091(c)  can  be  used  for 
compliance  with  paragraph  (c)  of  this 
section. 

(f)  If  demonstrated  to  the  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  the  Administrator  that  it  is  im¬ 
practical  to  comply  with  the  provisions 
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of  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section  as  a 
result  of  fill  neck  configuration,  location, 
or  other  design  features,  the  provisions 
of  this  paragraph  shall  not  apply  to  tanks 
on  vehicles  existing  at  the  time  of  pro¬ 
mulgation  of  this  regulation. 

(g)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall  di¬ 
vide  all  facilities  subject  to  this  section 
into  two  classes,  each  of  which  taken 
as  a  whole  emit  approximately  equal 
amounts  of  hydrocarbon  materials.  The 
classes  shall  be  known  as  Class  I  and 
Class  II. 

(h)  Except  as  provided  in  paragrraph 
(j)  of  this  section,  the  owner  or  operator 
of  a  source  included  in  Class  I  shall  com¬ 
ply  with  the  increments  contained  in 
the  following  compliance  schedule: 

( 1 )  Contracts  for  emission  control  sys¬ 
tems  or  process  modifications  must  be 
awarded  or  orders  must  be  issued  for 
the  purchase  of  component  parts  to  ac¬ 
complish  emission  control  or  process 
modification  not  later  than  March  31, 

1974. 

(2)  Initiation  of  onsite  construction 
or  installation  of  emission  control  equip¬ 
ment  or  process  change  must  begin  not 
later  than  July  31,  1974. 

(3)  Onsite  construction  or  installa¬ 
tion  of  emission  control  equipment  or 
process  modification  must  be  completed 
not  later  than  March  31,  1975. 

(4)  Pinal  compliance  is  to  be  achieved 
not  later  than  May  31, 1975. 

(5)  Any  owner  or  operator  of  station¬ 
ary  sources  subject  to  the  compliance 
schedule  in  this  paragraph  shall  certify 
to  the  Administrator,  within  5  days  after 
the  deadline  for  each  increment  of  prog¬ 
ress,  whether  or  not  the  required  incre¬ 
ment  of  progress  has  been  met. 

(i)  The  owner  or  operator  of  a  source 
included  in  Class  II  shall  comply  with 
the  increments  contained  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  compliance  schedule ; 

( 1 )  Contracts  for  emission  control  sys¬ 
tems  or  process  modifications  must  be 
awarded  or  orders  must  be  issued  for 
the  purchase  of  component  parts  to  ac¬ 
complish  emission  control  or  process 
modification  not  later  than  March  31, 

1975. 

(2)  Initiation  of  onsite  construction  or 
installation  of  emission  control  equip¬ 
ment  or  process  change  must  begin  not 
later  than  July  31,  1975. 

(3)  Onsite  construction  or  installation 
of  emission  control  equipment  or  process 
modification  must  be  completed  not  later 
than  March  31,  1976. 

(4)  Pinal  compliance  is  to  be  achieved 
not  later  than  May  31, 1976. 

(5)  Any  owner  or  operator  of  station¬ 
ary  sources  subject  to  the  compliance 
schedule  in  this  paragraph  shall  certify 
to  the  Administrator,  within  5  days  after 
the  deadline  for  each  increment  of  prog¬ 
ress,  whether  or  not  the  required  incre¬ 
ment  of  progress  has  been  met. 

(j)  Paragraphs  (h)  and  (i)  of  this 
section  shall  not  apply: 

(1)  To  a  source  which  is  presently  in 
compliance  with  paragrraph  (c)  of  this 
section  and  which  has  certified  such 
compliance  with  paragraph  (c)  of  this 
section  and  which  has  certified  such 
compliance  to  the  Administrator  by  No¬ 


vember  15,  1973.  The  Administrator  may 
request  whatever  information  he  con¬ 
siders  necessary  for  proper  certification. 

(2)  To  a  source  for  which  a  compli¬ 
ance  schedule  is  adopted  by  the  State 
and  approved  by  the  Administrator. 

(3)  To  a  source  whose  owner  or  oper¬ 
ator  submits  to  the  Administrator,  by 
November  15,  1973,  a  proposed  alterna¬ 
tive  schedule.  No  such  schedule  may  pro¬ 
vide  for  compliance  after  May  31,  1975, 
in  the  case  of  Class  I  sources,  and  May  31, 
1976,  in  the  case  of  Class  II  sources.  If 
promulgated  by  the  Administrator,  such 
schedule  shall  satisfy  the  requirements  of 
this  paragraph  for  the  affected  source. 

(k)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall 
preclude  the  Administrator  from  pro¬ 
mulgating  a  separate  schedule  for  any 
source  to  which  the  application  of  the 
compliance  schedule  in  paragraph  (b) 
of  this  section  fails  to  satisfy  the  require¬ 
ments  of  §  51.15(b)  and  (c)  of  this 
Chapter. 

§  52.1091  Gasoline  transfer  vapor  con¬ 
trol. 

(a)  The  term  “gasoline”  means  any 
petroleum  distillate  having  a  Reid  vapor 
pressure  of  4  pounds  or  greater. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region. 

(c)  No  person  shall  transfer  gasoline 
from  any  delivery  vessel  into  any  sta¬ 
tionary  storage  container  with  a  capac¬ 
ity  greater  than  250  gallons  unless  such 
container  is  equipped  with  a  submerged 
fill  pipe  and  imless  the  displaced  vapors 
from  the  storage  container  are  proc¬ 
essed  by  a  system  that  prevents  release 
to  the  atmosphere  of  no  less  than  90  per¬ 
cent  by  weight  of  organic  compounds  in 
said  vapors  displaced  from  the  stationary 
container  location. 

(l)  The  vapor  recovery  portion  of  the 
system  shall  include  one  or  more  of  the 
following: 

(1)  A  vapor-tight  vapor  return  line 
from  the  storage  container  to  the  delivery 
vessel  and  a  device  that  will  ensure  that 
the  vapor  return  line  is  connected  before 
gasoline  can  be  transferred  into  the 
container. 

(ii)  Refrigeration-condensation  sys¬ 
tem  or  equivalent  designed  to  recover  no 
less  than  90  percent  by  weight  of  the 
organic  compounds  in  the  displaced 
vapor. 

(2)  The  vapor-laden  delivery  ves¬ 
sel  shall  be  subject  to  the  following 
conditions : 

(i)  The  delivery  vessel  must  be  so  de¬ 
signed  and  maintained  as  to  be  vapor- 
tight  at  all  times. 

(ii)  The  vapor-laden  delivery  vessel 
may  be  refilled  only  at  facilities  equipped 
with  a  vapor  recovery  system  or  the 
equivalent,  which  can  recover  at  least 
90  percent  by  weight  of  the  organic  com- 
poimds  in  the  vapors  displaced  from  the 
delivery  vessel  during  refilling. 

(d)  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (c)  of 
this  section  shall  not  apply  to  the  trans¬ 
fer  made  to  storage  tanks  equipped  with 
floating  roofs  or  their  equivalent. 

(e)  Compliance  schedule.  Except  as 
provided  In  paragraph  (f)  of  this  section. 


the  owner  or  operator  of  any  source  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  section  shall  comply  with 
this  section  on  or  before  January  31, 
1974. 

(1)  Any  owner  or  operator  in  com¬ 
pliance  with  this  section  on  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  this  regulation  shall  certify 
such  compliance  to  the  Administrator 
no  later  than  120  days  following  the 
effective  date  of  this  section. 

(2)  Any  owner  or  operator  who 
achieves  compliance  with  this  section 
after  the  effective  date  of  this  section 
shall  certify  such  compliance  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  within  5  days  of  the  date 
compliance  is  achieved. 

(f)  Any  owner  or  operator  of  a  source 
subject  to  paragraph  (e)  of  this  section 
may,  not  later  than  120  days  following 
the  effective  date  of  this  section,  submit 
to  the  Administrator  for  approval  a  pro¬ 
posed  compliance  schedule  that  demon¬ 
strates  compliance  with  the  provisions 
specified  in  paragraph  (e)  of  this  section 
as  expeditiously  as  practicable  but  no 
later  than  June  30,  1975.  The  compliance 
schedule  shall  provide  for  increments 
of  progress  toward  compliance.  The  dates 
for  achievement  of  such  increments  of 
progress  shall  be  specified.  Increments  of 
progress  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited 
to:  submittal  of  final  control  plan  to  the 
Administrator;  letting  of  necessary  con¬ 
tracts  for  construction  or  process 
changes  or  issuance  of  orders  for  the 
purchase  of  component  parts  to  accom¬ 
plish  emission  control  or  process  modifi¬ 
cation;  initiation  of  onsite  construction 
or  installation  of  emission  control  equip¬ 
ment  or  process  modification;  comple¬ 
tion  of  onsite  construction  or  installa¬ 
tion  of  emission  control  equipment  or 
process  modification;  and  final  compli¬ 
ance. 

(g)  Any  owner  or  operator  who  sub¬ 
mits  a  compliance  schedule  pursuant  to 
this  paragraph  shall,  within  5  days  after 
the  deadline  for  each  increment  of  prog¬ 
ress,  certify  to  the  Administrator  whether 
or  not  the  required  increment  of  the  ap¬ 
proved  compliance  schedule  has  been 
met. 

§  52.1092  Oxidizing  catalyst  retrofit. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Oxidizing  catalyst”  means  a  de¬ 
vice  installed  in  the  exhaust  system  of 
the  vehicle  that  utilizes  a  catalyst  and, 
if  necessary,  an  air  pump  to  reduce  emis¬ 
sions  of  hydrocarbons  and  carbon  mon¬ 
oxide  from  that  vehicle. 

(2)  All  other  terms  used  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  which  are  defined  in  40  CFR  Part 
51,  Appendix  N,  are  used  herein  with  the 
meanings  so  defined. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region. 

(c)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall  es¬ 
tablish  a  retrofit  program  to  ensure  that 
on  or  before  May  31,  1977,  certain  gaso¬ 
line-powered  light-duty  motor  vehicles 
of  model  years  1968  through  1975,  which 
are  or  would  be  subject  imder  presently 
existing  legal  requirements  to  registra¬ 
tion  in  the  area  defined  in  paragraph  (b) 
of  this  section,  are  equipp^  with  an  ap¬ 
propriate  oxidizing  catalyst  retrofit  de¬ 
vice.  No  later  than  March  1,  1974,  the 
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State  shall  submit  legally  adopted  reg¬ 
ulations  to  EPA  establishing  such  a  pro¬ 
gram.  The  regulations  shall  include: 

(1)  Designation  of  an  agency  respon¬ 
sible  for  evaluating  and  approving  such 
devices  for  use  on  motor  vehicles  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  section. 

(2)  Designation  of  an  agency  respon¬ 
sible  for  ensuring  that  the  provisions  of 
paragraph  (c)(3)  of  this  section  are 
enforced. 

(3»  A  provision  that  starting  no  later 
than  May  31.  1976,  the  State  of  Mary¬ 
land  shall  commence  retrofitting  oxidiz¬ 
ing  catalysts  to  those  light-duty  motor 
vehicles  able  to  operate  properly  on  im- 
leaded  91  RON  gasoline.  The  installation 
shall  be  completed  by  May  31. 1977. 

(4)  A  method  and  proposed  procedures 
for  ensuring  that  those  installing  the 
retrofits  have  the  training  and  ability  to 
perform  the  known  needed  tasks  satis¬ 
factorily  and  that  they  w'ill  have  an  ade¬ 
quate  supply  of  retrofit  components. 

(d)  After  May  31.  1977.  the  State 
shall  not  register  or  allow  to  operate  on 
public  streets  or  highways  any  light-duty 
gasoline-powered  vehicle  which  does  not 
comply  with  the  applicable  standards, 
procedures,  and  regulations  adopted  pim- 
suant  to  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section. 

(e)  After  May  31.  1977,  no  owner  of  a 
vehicle  subject  to  this  section  shall  op¬ 
erate  or  allow  the  operation  of  any  such 
vehicle  which  does  not  comply  with  the 
applicable  standards,  procedures  and  reg¬ 
ulations  implementing  this  section. 

(f)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall  sub¬ 
mit.  no  later  than  January  1.  1974,  a  de¬ 
tailed  compliance  schedule  showing  the 
steps  it  will  take  to  establish  and  enforce 
a  retrofit  program  pursuant  to  paragraph 

(c)  of  this  section  and  the  text  of  needed 
statutory  proposals  and  needed  regula¬ 
tions  which  it  will  propose  for  adoption. 
The  compliance  schedule  shall  include  a 
date  by  w'hich  the  State  shall  evaluate 
and  approve  devices  for  use  in  this  pro¬ 
gram.  Such  date  shall  be  no  later  than 
September  30,  1975. 

<g)  Failure  to  comply  with  any  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  shall  render  the 
person  so  failing  to  comply  in  violation 
of  a  requirement  of  an  applicable  imple¬ 
mentation  plan  and  subject  to  enforce¬ 
ment  under  section  113  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act.  A  State  will  be  considered  to  have 
failed  to  comply  with  the  requirements 
of  this  regulation  if  it  fails  to  submit  on 
time  the  required  compliance  schedule, 
or  if  the  compliance  schedule  when  sub¬ 
mitted  does  not  contain  in  satisfactory 
form  each  of  the  elements  it  is  required 
to  contain. 

§  52.1093  Vacuum  spark  advance  dis¬ 
connect. 

(a)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  “va¬ 
cuum  spark  advance  disconnect”  means 
a  device  or  system  installed  on  the  ve¬ 
hicle  which  prevents  the  ignition  vacuum 
advance  from  operating  either  when  the 
vehicle’s  transmission  is  in  the  lower 
gears  or  when  the  vehicle  is  traveling 
below  a  predetermined  speed. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region. 


(c)  On  or  before  January  1,  1975,  all 
gasoline-powered  light-duty  vehicles  of 
model  year  prior  to  1968  and  subject 
under  presently  existing  legal  require¬ 
ments  to  registration  in  the  area  de¬ 
scribed  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section 
shall  be  equipped  with  an  appropriate 
vacuum  spark  advance  disconnect  device. 

(d)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall  sub¬ 
mit,  no  later  than  January  1,  1974,  a 
detailed  compliance  schedule  showing  the 
steps  it  will  take  to  implement  and  en¬ 
force  this  requirement.  Such  schedule 
shall  include,  as  a  minimum,  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

(1)  A  date  by  which  the  State  will 
evaluate  and  approve  devices  for  use  in 
this  program.  Such  date  shall  be  not  later 
than  March  1,  1974. 

(2)  A  date  by  which  installation  of  this 
equipment  shall  commence.  Such  date 
shall  be  no  later  than  June  1,  1974. 

(3)  A  date  by  which  all  vehicles  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  section  will  be  equipped  with 
such  devices.  Such  date  shall  be  no  later 
than  January  1, 1975. 

(4)  Designation  of  any  agency  or 
agencies  responsible  for  evaluating  and 
approving  such  devices  for  use  on  ve¬ 
hicles  subject  to  this  section. 

(5)  Designation  of  an  agency  or  agen¬ 
cies  responsible  for  ensuring  that  the 
prohibitions  of  paragraph  (e)  (2)  of  this 
section  enforced. 

(6)  Method  and  proposed  procedures 
for  ensuring  that  those  persons  install¬ 
ing  the  devices  have  the  training  and 
ability  to  perform  the  needed  tasks  sat¬ 
isfactorily  and  that  an  adequate  supply 
of  devices  will  be  available. 

(7)  Provision  (apart  from  the  require¬ 
ments  of  any  program  for  periodic  in¬ 
spection  and  maintenance  of  vehicles 
generally)  for  emission  testing  at  the 
time  of  device  installation  or  some  other 
positive  assurance  that  the  device  is  in¬ 
stalled  and  operating  correctly. 

(e)  After  January  1,  1975,  the  follow¬ 
ing  shall  apply  within  the  Metropolitan 
Baltimore  Intrastate  Air  Quality  Control 
Region; 

(1)  The  State  shall  not  register  a  ve¬ 
hicle  subject  to  this  paragraph  which  is 
not  equipped  in  accordance  with  para¬ 
graph  (c)  of  this  section. 

(2)  No  owner  of  a  light-duty  vehicle 
subject  to  this  paragraph  shall  operate 
or  allow  the  operation  of  any  such  ve¬ 
hicle  that  is  not  equipped  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section. 

(f)  The  failure  of  any  person  to 
comply  with  any  provision  of  this  section 
shall  render  such  person  in  violation  of 
a  requirement  of  an  applicable  imple¬ 
mentation  plan,  and  subject  to  enforce¬ 
ment  action  under  section  113  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act.  As  to  compliance  sched¬ 
ules.  a  State  will  be  considered  to  have 
failed  to  comply  with  the  requirements 
of  this  regulation  if  it  fails  to  submit  on 
a  timely  basis  the  required  ccMnpllance 
schedule,  or  if  the  compliance  schedule 
when  submitted  does  not  contain  in  sat¬ 
isfactory  form  each  of  the  elements  it  is 
required  to  contain. 


§52.1094  Gasoline  limitation. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Base  year”  means  the  consecu¬ 
tive  twelve  month  period  commencing 
on  July  1.  1972,  and  ending  June  30, 
1973. 

(2)  “Distributor”  means  any  corpora¬ 
tion,  partnership,  or  sole  proprietorship 
which  transports  or  stores  or  caases  the 
transportation  or  storage  of  gasoline  be¬ 
tween  any  refinery  and  any  retail  outlet. 

(3)  “Retail  outlet”  means  any  estab¬ 
lishment  at  which  gasoline  is  sold  or 
offered  for  sale  to  the  public  or  intro¬ 
duced  into  any  vehicle. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region  to  all  distributors 
who  transport  gasoline  to  any  retail  out¬ 
let  in  this  area,  and  to  the  owners  of 
retail  outlets  in  this  area. 

(c)  Beginning  July  1,  1974,  the  State 
of  Maryland  shall  implement  regulations 
limiting  the  total  gallonage  of  gasoline 
delivered  to  retail  outlets  in  the  area 
described  in  paragralph  (b)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  to  the  amount  delivered  to  such 
outlets  during  the  base  year.  Beginning 
May  31,  1977,  the  State  of  Maryland 
shall  implement  regulations  limiting  the 
total  gallonage  delivered  to  retail  outlets 
to  that  amoimt  which,  when  combusted, 
will  not  result  in  the  ambient  air  quality 
standard  being  exceeded.  The  State  shall 
by  January  1,  1977,  submit  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  regulations  to  accomplish 
this  limitation  and  specifsdng  the  amount 
of  limitation  necessary. 

(d)  In  order  for  the  State  to  determine 
the  amount  of  gasoline  delivered  during 
the  base  year  and  each  year  in  which 
control  is  in  effect,  all  distributors  to 
which  this  section  applies  shall  provide 
the  State  with  a  detailed  accounting  of 
the  amoimt  of  gasoline  delivered  to  each 
retail  outlet  in  the  areas  described  in 
paragraph  (b)  of  this  section  during  the 
base  year,  and  the  years  during  which 
control  is  in  effect.  For  the  year  during 
which  control  is  in  effect,  the  owner  of 
each  retail  outlet  to  which  this  para¬ 
graph  applies  shall  provide  the  State 
with  a  detailed  accounting  of  gasoline 
received  from  each  distributor,  the  total 
amount  of  gasoline  sold  during  the  year, 
and  the  amount  of  gasoline  on  hand  at 
the  beginning  and  end  of  the  year.  The 
State  may  require  any  other  reports  it 
may  deem  necessary  for  the  implemen¬ 
tation  of  this  section. 

(e)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall  sub¬ 
mit  no  later  than  January  1,  1974,  a  de¬ 
tailed  compliance  schedule  showing  steps 
it  will  take  to  establish  and  enforce  the 
limitation  program  specified  in  para¬ 
graph  (c)  and  (d)  of  this  section  includ¬ 
ing  the  text  of  needed  statutory  pro¬ 
posals  and  needed  regulations  which  it 
will  propose  for  adoption.  Each  schedule 
shall  also  include  the  following: 

(1)  A  date  by  which  the  State  shall 
adopt  procedures  to  ensure  that  no  more 
than  the  amount  of  gasoline  specified  in 
paragraph  (c)  of  this  section  is  delivered 
to  retail  outlets  in  the  areas  affected. 
Such  date  shall  be  no  later  than  March 
30, 1974. 

(2)  A  date  by  which  any  report  neces¬ 
sary  for  establishing  such  procedures 
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shall  be  furnished  to  the  State  by  the 
distributors.  Such  a  date  shall  be  no 
later  than  January  1, 1974. 

(3)  An  agency  responsible  for  imple¬ 
mentation  and  monitoring  of  this  pro¬ 
gram. 

(f)  Failure  to  comply  with  any  provi¬ 
sion  of  this  section  shall  render  the  per¬ 
son  so  failing  to  comply  in  violation  of  a 
requirement  of  an  applicable  implemen¬ 
tation  plan  and  subject  to  enforcement 
under  Section  113  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 
A  state  will  be  considered  to  have  failed 
to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  this 
section  if  it  fails  to  timely  submit  any 
required  compliance  schedule,  or  if  the 
compliance  schedule  when  submitted 
does  not  contain  in  satisfactory  form 
each  of  the  elements  it  is  required  to 
contain. 

[FR  Doc.73-15627  Filed  8-l-73;8:45  amj 

[  40  CFR  Part  52  ] 

MARYLAND;  (PRINCE  GEORGES  AND 

MONTGOMERY  COUNTIES)  APPROVAL 

AND  PROMULGATION  OF  IMPLEMEN¬ 
TATION  PLANS 

Notice  of  Proposed  Rule  Making 

The  transportation  control  plan  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  State  of  Maryland  for 
attainment  of  the  primary  National  Am¬ 
bient  Air  Quality  Standards  for  carbon 
monoxide  (CO)  and  photochemical  oxi¬ 
dants  for  the  Maryland  portion  of  the 
National  Capital  Interstate  Region  was 
disapproved  in  part  on  June  15,  1973, 
(38  FR  16558).  This  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  sets  forth  regulations  which 
in  the  Administrator’s  judgment  could 
be  implemented  in  addition  to  the  ap- 
provable  portions  of  the  Mai'yland  plan 
to  attain  and  maintain  the  National 
standards  for  carbon  monoxide  and 
photochemical  oxidants  in  the  Maryland 
portion  of  the  National  Capital  Inter¬ 
state  Region. 

If  revisions  to  the  Maryland  plan  are 
submitted  and  determined  to  be  approv- 
able  prior  to  Federal  promulgation,  these 
proposed  regulations  will  be  withdrawn. 
If  revisions  to  the  Maryland  plan  are 
submitted  and  determined  to  be  approv- 
able  after  Federal  promulgation,  then 
those  Federal  regulations  will  be  re¬ 
scinded.  It  is  the  desire  of  the  Environ¬ 
mental  Protection  Agency  that  the  plan 
to  attain  and  maintain  the  carbon 
monoxide  and  photochemical  oxidant 
standards  in  the  Maryland  portion  of  the 
National  Capital  Interstate  Region  by 
a  Regional  plan  carried  out  by  the  State 
or  its  designated  representative. 

Transportation  Control  Alteratives 

Analysis  of  the  air  quality  problems  in 
the  National  Capital  Interstate  Region, 
which  contains  Prince  George’s  and 
Montgomery  Counties  in  Maryland,  re¬ 
veals  that  both  photochemical  oxidants 
and  carbon  monoxide  exhibit  unaccept¬ 
ably  high  levels  in  the  region,  with  the 
former  being  the  pacing  pollutant. 

Since  a  substantial  proportion  of  the 
photochemical  oxidant  problem  and 
almost  all  of  the  carbon  monoxide  prob¬ 
lem  are  the  result  of  automotive  vehi¬ 


cle  emissions,  measures  to  reduce  emis¬ 
sions  from  individual  vehicles  and 
measures  to  reduce  vehicular  travel  can 
be  effective  in  improving  air  quality. 
Since  a  significant  percentage  of  the  oxi¬ 
dant-producting  hydrocarbon  emissions 
stem  from  the  vehicle-related  sources 
associated  with  gasoline  handling  opera¬ 
tions,  measures  to  reduce  these  opera¬ 
tional  losses  can  also  provide  a  measur¬ 
able  improvement  in  the  regional  air 
quality. 

Reductions  in  emissions  from  vehicles 
can  be  obtained  through  inspection  and 
maintenance  programs,  and  from  incor¬ 
poration  of  various  retrofit  devices.  Re¬ 
ductions  in  Vehicle  Miles  Traveled 
(VMT)  can  be  achieved  through  various 
pricing  and  taxing  schemes  for  road  use, 
adoption  of  parking  restrictions,  and/or 
limitations  of  available  number  of  park¬ 
ing  spaces,  restrictions  on  idling  or  cniis- 
ing  of  fleet  vehicle,  selective  control  of 
goods  movement,  the  establishment 
of  vehicle-free  zones,  establishment  of  a 
four-day  week,  programs  promoting  the 
use  of  carpools  or  alternative  modes  of 
transportation  and  limitations  on  gaso¬ 
line  usage.  It  must  be  emphasized  that, 
in  order  to  be  effective,  each  VMT  control 
measure  proposed  or  adopted  for  the 
Region  by  the  State  of  Maryland  must  be 
reflected  by  identical  or  equivalent  meas¬ 
ures  in  each  of  the  neighboring  juris¬ 
dictions  of  Virginia,  and  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

In  effecting  substantial  improvements 
in  air  quality,  improvements  in  and  ex¬ 
pansion  of  public  traiLsportation  facili¬ 
ties  are  a  nece.ssary  and  effective  com¬ 
plement  facilitating  use  of  this  alterna¬ 
tive  to  the  private  automobile.  Clearly 
public  transit  improvements  must  be  im¬ 
plemented  in  concert  with  the  appropri¬ 
ate  level  of  vehicle  restraints,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  regional  characteristics  of 
the  private  automobile  use  demand  elas¬ 
ticity.  Such  improvements  as  greater 
coverage,  increased  frequency  of  service, 
improved  reliability,  increased  comfort 
and  convenience,  a  reasonable  cost,  and 
adequate  personal  security  will  further 
encourage  the  use  of  public  transit  al¬ 
ternatives  to  the  private  automobile. 

Summary 

The  Maryland  plan,  as  amended  by 
the  June  15,  1973,  June  22,  1973,  and 
June  28,  1973,  submissions  in  its  demon¬ 
stration  of  attainment  of  the  photo¬ 
chemical  oxidant  and  carbon  monoxide 
air  quality  standards  utilizes  the  follow¬ 
ing  general  measures.  These  are:  the 
Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Emission  Control 
Program,  a  state-wide,  state-run  Motor 
Vehicle  Inspection  Program  for  all  gaso¬ 
line  powered  vehicles,  improvements  to 
public  transportation,  increased  parking 
charges,  bus/carpool  locator,  retrofit  of 
heavy  duty  gasoline  powered  vehicles,  re¬ 
strictions  on  aircraft  ground  operations, 
and  major  stationary  source  restrictions. 
As  aforementioned,  it  is  EPA’s  intent  to 
use  the  state  submitted  strategy  to  the 
greatest  extent  possible. 

The  Maryland  plan  reports  that,  in 
1972,  peak  period  hydrocarbon  emissions 
were  30.1  tons  (47.6  percent  of  the  total 


Regional  Peak  emissions)  and  carbon 
monoxide  emissions  were  286,725  tons 
per  year.  Although  these  figures  are  only 
for  Prince  George’s  and  Montgomery 
counties  (i.e.,  the  Maryland  portion  of 
the  National  Capital  AQCR),  they  are 
reflected  in  the  overall  strategy  devel¬ 
oped  by  the  Metropolitan  Washington 
Council  of  Government  (COG) .  The  state 
of  Maryland's  corrected  calculations  in¬ 
dicate  that  hydrocarbon  emissions  in 
Maryland  in  the  peak  period  must  be 
reduced  by  65  percent  of  the  1972  emis¬ 
sions  to  a  level  of  10.5  tons.  Similarly, 
carbon  monoxide  emissions  must  be  re¬ 
duced  by  55  percent  of  the  1972  levels  to 
an  annual  level  of  129,026  tons. 

After  including  projected  increases  in 
vehicle  miles  of  travel,  the  Federal  Motor 
Vehicle  Control  Program  will  reduce  hy- 
drocabron  peak  period  emissions  by  15.1 
tons  or  by  approximately  50  percent  rel¬ 
ative  to  the  1972  base  period.  Similarly, 
the  impact  on  carbon  monoxide  levels 
will  be  to  reduce  emissions  in  Maryland 
by  145,000  tons  yearly  or  by  51  percent 
relative  to  the  1972  base  period.  These 
estimates  are  adjusted  to  reflect  the  ef¬ 
fect  of  the  1975  interim  motor  vehicle 
emission  standards  announced  on 
April  11,  1973. 

Since  the  21-day  period  for  public 
comment  on  the  additional  submissions 
has  not  been  completed,  it  is  impossible 
for  the  Administrator  to  make  a  final 
decision  on  approval  or  disapproval  of 
the  strategies  included  in  the  Maryland 
plan  at  this  time.  This  decision  must  take 
into  consideration  all  comments  received 
during  this  time.  However,  preliminary 
review  by  EPA  indicates  that  certain 
strategies  are  likely  to  be  approvable. 
Accordingly,  the  Agency  is  proposing 
only  those  items  w'hich,  when  added  to 
the  approvable  measures,  are  necessary 
to  attain  the  National  Ambient  Air  Qual¬ 
ity  Standards. 

If  an  apparently  approvable  strategy 
is  determined  not  to  be  approvable,  addi¬ 
tional  measures  will  be  proposed. 

The  information  contained  in  the  ad¬ 
ditional  submissions  by  the  State  appears 
to  remedy  many  of  the  deficiencies  on 
which  the  Administrator’s  June  15  deci¬ 
sion  was  based. 

The  following  is  a  summary  of  the  ac¬ 
tions  EPA  is  proposing  to  take  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  Maryland  Plan. 

Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Control  Pro¬ 
gram — Reductions  appear  to  be  approva¬ 
ble  based  on  projected  vehicle  popula¬ 
tions  and  emission  factors. 

Motor  Vehicle  Inspection  Program — 
The  basic  program  appears  to  be  approv¬ 
able  in  concept  but  lack  of  legal  author¬ 
ity  delays  timely  implementation  of  the 
plan.  Therefore,  it  does  not  appear  to  be 
approvable.  The  Administrator  will  pro¬ 
pose  the  same  program,  but  with  an  ac¬ 
ceptable  implementation  schedule. 

Improvements  in  Public  Transit 

(a)  Maryland  participation  in  the 
area  wide  addition  of  750  buses  to  cur¬ 
rent  fleet — appears  to  be  approvable, 
contingent  upon  clarification  of  certain 
administrative  details. 
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_  (b)  Exclusive  Bus  Lanes — appears  to 
be  approvable. 

(c)  System  Improvements  (i.e.,  shel¬ 
ters,  fringe  parking,  improved  schedul¬ 
ing)  appears  to  be  approvable. 

Increased  Terminal  Charges 

(a)  Elimination  of  free  off-street, 
employee  parking  in  certain  areas — does 
not  appear  to  be  approvable. 

(b)  Street  enforcement  of  current 
on-street  parking  restrictions — appears 
to  be  approvable. 

ic)  $2.00  parking  surcharge  (or  an 
equivalent  measure) — appears  to  be 
approvable. 

Bus/Carpool  Locator  Program — ap¬ 
pears  to  be  approvable. 

Restrictions  on  aircraft  ground  opera¬ 
tions — partial  reductions  are  allowable; 
appears  to  be  partially  approvable. 

Increased  Control  of  Stationary  Source 
Emissions — ^not  approvable  at  this  time 
due  to  lack  of  adopted  regulations. 

Heavy  Duty  Restraints — does  not  ap¬ 
pear  to  be  approvable  because  of  lack  of 
documented  technical  feasibility. 

Due  to  the  fact  that; 

Pull  reductions  claimed  for  aircraft 
emissions  do  not  appear  to  be  allowable; 

The  plan  did  not  include  adequate  con¬ 
trols  for  heavy  duty  gasoline  powered 
vehicles. 

The  portion  of  the  plan  dealing  with 
elimination  of  free  off-street  employee 
parking  does  not  appear  to  be  approvable. 

The  controls  over  stationary  sources 
cannot  be  approved  at  this  time. 

EPA  is  proposing  the  following 
measures; 

Initiation  of  commercial-type  parking 
rates  or  reduction  of  12%  the  available 
spaces  at  any  federal,  state,  or  local  facil¬ 
ity  wliich  has  25  or  more  parking  spaces 
and  which  is  located  in  a  high  density 
employment  area  which  is  well  serviced 
by  public  transit. 

Retrofit  by  1975  of  all  pre-1968  ve¬ 
hicles  with  a  vacuum  spark  advance  dis- 
coimect  kit. 

Retrofit  of  light  duty  1971-1975  fleet 
vehicles  (including  federal  government 
vehicles)  and  taxicabs  with  an  oxidiz¬ 
ing  catalyst  retrofit — ^beginning  in  mid- 
1976,  to  be  completed  by  mid- 1977. 

Controls  of  emissions  of  hydrocarbons 
due  to  gasoline  handling;  both  from  the 
delivery  truck  to  underground  tank  and 
from  the  pump  to  the  vehicle.  Implemen¬ 
tation  begins  in  1974  and  is  fully  com¬ 
pleted  by  1977. 

Ban  of  heavy-duty-gasoline-powered 
veliicles  (except  emergency  vehicles, 
mail  trucks,  etc.)  from  6; 00  a.m.  to 
9:30  a.m.  beginning  July  1,  1974. 

Finally,  since  the  $2.00  surcharge  pro- 
pased  by  Maryland  is  integral  to  the  suc¬ 
cess  of  this  plan.  EPA  is  proposing  con¬ 
tingency  strategies  to  be  implemented 
if  appropriate  steps  are  not  taken  to 
implement  the  surcharge.  These  con¬ 
tingency  measures  are; 

A  ban  on  the  construction,  modifica¬ 
tion  or  enlargement  of  any  parking  facil¬ 
ity  without  having  first  obtained  a 
permit  from  the  Administrator. 

A  phased  15  percent  reduction  in  the 
number  of  off-street  parking  spaces. 
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The  Administrator  invites  comments 
on  these  and  any  other  measures  which 
may  be  used  to  achieve  the  national  am¬ 
bient  air  quality  standards  for  photo¬ 
chemical  oxidants  and  carbon  monoxide. 

Tw'o-Year  Extensions  to  Achieve 
Standards 

The  Administrator  proposes  to  give  a 
two-year  extension  for  the  attainment 
of  the  standard  in  the  State  of  Maryland. 
To  attain  the  standards  in  1975  would 
require  stringent  restraints  on  vehicle 
miles  traveled  which  could  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  “reasonably  available” 
within  the  meaning  of  section  110(e)  of 
the  Clean  Air  Act,  or  the  implementa¬ 
tion  of  a  widespread  catalytic  retrofit 
program  which  could  not  be  implemented 
due  to  technological  problems  before 
1977.  Although  some  measures  have  not 


been  proposed  here  which  have  appeared 
in  some  other  proposals  (such  as  gasoline 
limitations  and  a  selective  vehicle  ex¬ 
clusion  program  involving  colored  tags) 
the  reduction  in  vehicle  miles  traveled 
expected  from  measures  contained  herein 
appears  to  be  substantial  and  adequate 
to  fulfill  the  requirement  that  reasonably 
available  alternative  measures  be  em¬ 
ployed  before  an  extension  is  given  for 
any  strategy.  The  plan  proposed  herein, 
along  with  the  apparently  approvable 
measures  submitted  by  the  State  of 
Maryland,  apply  the  reasonably  avail¬ 
able  alternative  means  of  control  at  the 
earliest  possible  dates.  Comment  is  in¬ 
vited  on  any  measures  which  have  not 
been  considered  and  applied  and  which 
can  be  considered  to  be  reasonably 
available. 


Summary  of  Effects 

TliP  following  table  is  a  summary  of  the  effect  of  the  proiKiseii  strategies  on  the  total  reductions  retuiired. 

fOMril.ATIOX  OF  CONTROL  STRATEGY  EFFECTS  FOR  THE  NATIONAL  CAPITAL  INTERSTATE  REGION 
ON  MAY  31,  1977 


Cnrlmn  Monoxide  Hydrocarbons 
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Total  Emissions  without  Strab'gy . 

Total  Rciiiictions . . . 
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Proposed  Controls  on  Stationary 
Sources 

One  of  the  major  sources  of  hydrocar¬ 
bon  emissions,  which  have  been  identified 
in  the  Maryland  plan  for  the  Maryland 
portion  of  the  National  Capital  Inter¬ 
state  Region,  is  the  gas  handling  losses 
which  occur  in  the  distribution  system 
for  gasoline  fuel.  The  Maryland  plan  pro¬ 
poses  control  of  these  emissions. 

The  regulations  proposed  by  the  State 
of  Maryland  for  control  of  hydrocarbon 
emissions  at  retail  service  stations  or 
fleet-owned  service  stations  requires  in¬ 
stallation  of  a  vapor  balance  line  or 
equally  effective  vapor  discharge  con¬ 
trol  system.  This  regulation  requires  con¬ 
trols  to  be  installed  on  all  stations  wdth 
a  monthly  average  throughput  exceed¬ 
ing  35,000  gallons  by  May  31,  1975,  and 
at  all  other  stations  by  May  31,  1977.  Va¬ 
por  collecting  systems  which  must  be 
installed  on  vehicle  fuel  tank  filling  sys¬ 
tems  are  to  be  installed  concurrent  with 
the  vapor  balance  line  connections  speci¬ 
fied  above. 

The  regulations  as  proposed  by  the 
State  of  Maryland  appear  to  be  adequate 
to  achieve  the  anticipated  reduction  in 
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hydrocarbon  emissions.  However,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  cannot  approve  these  pro¬ 
posed  regulations  at  this  time,  since  40 
CFR  part  51  requires  that  all  regulations 
dealing  with  the  control  of  stationary 
sources  be  adopted  at  the  time  of  sub¬ 
mittal  of  the  plan.  EPA  is  therefore  pro¬ 
posing  to  promulgate  similar  regulations 
which  will  be  rescinded  upon  submission 
of  equivalent  acceptable  regulations  as 
adopted  by  the  State  of  Maryland. 

Existing  organic  solvent  regulations 
require  that  all  present  dry  cleaning  In¬ 
stallations  emitting  more  than  200 
pounds  pier  day  of  photochemically  re¬ 
active  hydrocarbons  shall  reduce  present 
emissions  by  at  least  85  percent,  and 
that  the  limit  for  new  installations  shall 
be  40  pounds  per  day.  In  its  plan  the 
state  has  proposed  a  requirement  that 
all  dry  cleaning  establishments  refrain 
from  using  any  photochemically  reactive 
organic  solvents  after  May  31,  1974.  Tliis 
would  result  in  a  reduction  of  0.03  tons 
per  peak  period,  or  0.14  percent  of  the 
reduction  required  to  meet  the  primary 
ambient  air  quality  standards  by  May  31, 
1977.  The  Administrator  is  aware  of 
Maryland’s  on-going  program  for  the 
control  of  hydrocarbon  emissions  from 
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dry  cleaning  installations  and  is  pres¬ 
ently  evaluating  the  proposed  regulation 
which  would  accelerate  the  program  by 
attaining  full  compliance  by  the  pro¬ 
posed  May  31, 1974  date. 

The  regulations  as  proposed  by  the 
State  of  Maryland  appear  to  be  adequate 
to  achieve  the  anticipated  reduction  in 
hydrocarbon  emissions.  However,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  cannot  approve  these  pro¬ 
pped  regulations  at  this  time,  since  40 
CFR  part  51  requires  that  all  regulations 
dealing  with  the  control  of  Stationary 
Sources  be  adopted  at  the  time  of  sub¬ 
mittal  of  the  plan.  EIPA  is  therefore  pro¬ 
posing  to  promulgate  similar  regulations 
which  will  be  rescinded  upon  submis¬ 
sion  of  equivalent  acceptable  regula¬ 
tions  as  adopted  by  the  State  of  Mary¬ 
land. 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
has  also  examined  Maryland’s  regula¬ 
tions  governing  emissions  of  organic  sol¬ 
vents  resulting  from  degreasing  opera¬ 
tions  and  from  evaporation  from  surface 
and  architectiiral  coatings.  For  degreas¬ 
ing  operations,  there  are  no  specific  con¬ 
straints  on  non-reactive  material  that 
may  be  used  such  as  perchlorethylene  or 
satmated  halogenated  hydrocarbons  that 
are  in  use  elsewhere.  Comments  are  so¬ 
licited  on  whether  degreasing  operations 
In  the  Maryland  portion  of  the  National 
Capital  Interstate  Region  are  a  signif¬ 
icant  source  of  reactive  hydrocarbon 
emissions  for  which  a  specific  regulation 
should  be  promulgated. 

Emissions  of  other  solvents  in  the 
Maryland  portion  of  the  National  Capi¬ 
tal  Interstate  Region  were  also  investi¬ 
gated.  It  has  been  determined  that  tech¬ 
nology  does  exist  to  control  more  effi¬ 
ciently  the  emissions  of  a  number  of  the 
smaller  heating  (15  to  200  lb  per  day 
category)  and  spraying  operations  (in  the 
40  to  200  lb  per  day  category)  involving 
organic  solvents.  Their  estimated  total 
peak  period  emissions  is  0.10  tons  or  0.47 
percent  of  the  reduction  required  to  meet 
the  primary  ambient  air  quality  stand¬ 
ards  by  May  31,  1977.  Comments  are 
solicited  as  to  whether  it  is  feasible  or 
practicable  to  require  additional  controls 
on  these  sources,  many  of  which  are  pre¬ 
sumably  located  on  the  premises  of  small 
sized  firms.  If  these  comments  indicate 
that  ftirther  controls  are  needed,  then 
the  Administrator  proposes  to  promul¬ 
gate  regulations  equivalent  to  those  cur¬ 
rently  adopted  by  the  County  of  Los 
Angeles  Air  Pollution  Control  District  as 
Rule  66.  L.A.  Rule  66  contains  minor 
exemptions  involving  evaporative  emis¬ 
sions  from  gallon  (or  smaller)  sized  con¬ 
tainers  of  architectural  coating  com- 
poimds,  and  from  the  allowable  disposal 
limits  of  waste  solvent  materials-  There 
are  no  data  presently  available  to  the 
Administrator  on  the  atmospheric  bur¬ 
den  that  may  be  created  by  such  evap¬ 
orative  emissions  though  they  are  pres¬ 
ently  believed  to  be  very  small. 

Proposed  Controls  on  Mobile  Sources 
(non- AIRCRAFT) 

In  the  plan  addendum  of  Jime  28, 
1973,  it  is  stated  that  legislative  author¬ 
ization  funding  measures,  etc.,  are 


needed  to  implement  Maryland’s  pro¬ 
posed  Inspection  and  maintenance  pro¬ 
gram.  The  tentative  implementation 
timetable  proposed  by  Maryland  shows 
the  commencing  of  the  20-month  pro¬ 
gram  on  January  1,  1975,  following  an 
assumed  passage  of  legislation,  and  com¬ 
pletion  by  September  1,  1976.  Under  the 
requirement  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  the 
States  must  proceed  as  expeditiously  as 
practicable  to  attain  primary  air  quality 
standards.  Because  of  the  delay  in  get¬ 
ting  legal  authority,  Maryland’s  program 
would  not  be  implemented  as  expedi¬ 
tiously  as  possible.  In  an  effort  to  ensure 
the  earliest  possible  initiation  of  Mary¬ 
land’s  program,  the  Administrator  is 
proposing  a  regulation  which  will  permit 
implementation  of  the  system  to  begin 
on  March  1,  1974,  and  permit  actual 
commencement  of  the  inspection  pro¬ 
gram  by  August  1,  1975. 

The  Maryland  plan  proposes  an  emis¬ 
sions  inspection  program  for  all  light 
and  heavy  duty  gasoline  powered  ve¬ 
hicles  with  an  initial  failure  rate  of  30 
percent.  As  recommended  in  Appendum 
N  of  40  CFR,  Part  51,  a  12  percent  hydro¬ 
carbon  emission  reduction  and  a  10  per¬ 
cent  carbon  monoxide  emission  reduc¬ 
tion  for  all  such  vehicles  is  claimed 
through  the  use  of  a  loaded  test  inspec¬ 
tion/maintenance  program.  Comments 
are  solicited  on  the  desirability  to  es¬ 
tablish  an  initial  50  percent  failure  rate 
criterion  which  calculations  indicate 
would  result  in  an  additional  reduction 
of  0.1  tons  hydrocarbon  peak  period 
emission. 

A  full  EPA  review  of  the  Jime  28,  1973, 
addendum  is  now  in  progress.  This  re¬ 
view  will  determine  the  degree  of  ac¬ 
ceptability  for  both  the  establishment  of 
the  inspection  and  maintenance  system 
itself  and  the  subsequent  inspection  pro¬ 
gram.  Comments  are  also  solicited  from 
the  public  and  other  interested  parties 
on  all  aspects  of  the  program.  It  Is  the 
Administrator’s  intent  that  the  final  pro¬ 
mulgation  incorporate  as  much  of  the 
Maryland  proposed  program  as  can  be 
found  acceptable. 

Since  the  Clean  Air  Act  requires  con¬ 
sideration  of  all  reasonably  available  al¬ 
ternatives,  in  order  to  attain  the  pri¬ 
mary  standard  as  expeditiously  as  prac¬ 
ticable,  EPA  proposes  retrofit  of  pre-1968 
light  duty  vehicles  with  approved  Vac¬ 
uum  Si>ark  Advance  Disconnect  (VSAD) 
devices  and  1971-1975  light  duty  fleet 
vehicles  with  oxidizing  catalyst  devices. 
'The  VSAD  device  is  expected  to  reduce 
hydrocarbon  emissions  by  25  percent 
per  vehicle  and  carbon  monoxide  emis¬ 
sions  by  9  percent  per  vehicle.  The  oxi¬ 
dizing  catalyst  device  is  expected  to  re¬ 
duce  both  hydrocarbon  and  carbon  mon¬ 
oxide  emissions  by  50  percent  per  vehicle. 
Only  those  cars  of  1971-1975  model  years 
which  run  on  gasoline  with  a  R.O.N.  of 
91  can  be  fitted  with  this  device  because 
of  technical  constraints.  In  addition  this 
gasoline  must  be  unleaded.  National  es¬ 
timates  indicate  that  approximately  75 
percent  of  the  1971-1975  model  year  ve¬ 
hicles  would  be  retrofitted  under  this 
proposal.  Since  catalytic  retrofit  devices 
for  light-duty  vehicles  are  expected  to  be 
available  by  1977,  it  is  proposed  to  re¬ 


quire  installation  of  these  devices  on  all 
1971-1975  LDV  fleet  vehicles  (e.g.,  taxis, 
GSA  vehicles,  rental  cars,  fleet  delivery 
vehicles),  capable  of  operating  on  91 
RON  gasoline. 

The  regulation  proposed  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  will  require  that  the  above 
motor  vehicles  be  equipped  with  catalytic 
retrofit  devices  by  May  31,  1977,  effect¬ 
ing  a  50  percent  hydrocarbon  emission 
reduction  for  each  vehicle.  Exemptions 
will  be  allowed  for  all  1975  vehicles  orig¬ 
inally  equipped  with  the  oxidation  cata¬ 
lytic  converter  or  those  vehicles  which 
are  certified  to  meet  the  original  statu¬ 
tory  emission  standards  in  1975.  Based 
on  inspection  currently  available  to  him, 
the  Administrator  estimates  that  fleet  ve¬ 
hicles  account  for  6  percent  of  total 
mobile  source  emissions.  On  the  basis 
that  one-third  of  the  fleet  vehicles  will 
be  older  than  two  years  (pre  1976) ,  and 
catalytic  retrofits  can  reduce  automotive 
emissions  from  each  vehicle  by  50  per¬ 
cent,  it  is  apparent  that  this  measure, 
when  applied  on  a  Region-wide  basis,  will 
result  in  a  hydrocarbon  emission  reduc¬ 
tion  of  0.2  tons/peak  period. 

In  the  event  that  the  measures  pro¬ 
posed  herein  prove  to  be  inadequate,  the 
Administrator  is  required  by  law  to  apply 
additional  reasonably  available  alter¬ 
natives,  including  catalytic  retrofit  of 
other  segments  of  1968-1975  light  duty 
vehicle  population.  Candidate  segments 
include  all  light  duty  trucks,  all  GSA 
cars,  or  passenger  vehicles  of  specified 
model  years.  The  public  is  urged  to  pre¬ 
sent  their  comments  on  these  ^r  any 
other  type  of  control  measure  that  may 
help  to  achieve  the  National  Ambient  Air 
Quality  Standards. 

Proposed  Reductions  in  VMT 

According  to  data  provided  by  the 
Metropolitan  Washin^n  Council  of 
(governments,  the  proposed  transporta¬ 
tion  package  (including  750  additional 
buses,  exclusive  bus/carpool  lanes,  a  car- 
pool  locator  service,  and  parking  restric¬ 
tions)  will  result  in  a  12  percent  reduc¬ 
tion  in  6-9  am  VMT  and  a  correspond¬ 
ing  reduction  in  total  trips. 

The  Maryland  plan  includes  the  fol¬ 
lowing  strategies  imder  its  transporta¬ 
tion  measures: 

1.  Participation  with  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  and  Commonwealth  of  Virginia 
in  an  area  wide  improved  transit  system, 
including  the  addition  of  750  buses  to 
the  current  area  fleet,  the  establishment 
of  exclusive  bus  lanes,  bus  shelters,  and 
fringe  parking  facilities. 

2.  Increased  terminal  costs  including 
the  elimination  of  free  parking  and  the 
establishment  of  a  $2.00  parking  sur¬ 
charge  for  long  term  commuter  parking 
in  all  areas  adequately  served  by  mass 
transit. 

3.  Establishment  of  a  computerized 
carpool  locater  service. 

This  portion  of  the  plan  is  central  to 
the  Maryland  plan  for  reduction  of  HC 
and  CO  emissions.  Therefore,  to  avoid 
confusion  and  expedite  comments,  a  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  elements  that  make  up  this 
portion  of  the  plan  shall  be  included. 

a.  Elimination  of  Free  Parking — The 
State  of  Maryland  proposes  to  have  EPA 
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eliminate  free  parking  for  the  federal 
government  employees,  and  to  study  the 
feasibility  for  similar  action  by  the  state 
for  employees  of  state  and  local  govern¬ 
ment  and  private  businesses.  The  plan 
also  includes  a  program  of  strict  enforce¬ 
ment  of  existing  parking  regulations. 

These  measures  will  be  imposed  in  high 
density  employment  areas  which  are  ade¬ 
quately  served  by  mass  transit.  These 
areas  will  be  more  specifically  described 
by  the  state  within  the  next  10  months, 
upon  completion  of  studies  of  the  matter. 

Additionally,  Maryland  proposes  to 
enter  into  a  reciprocal  enforcement  pro¬ 
gram  for  parking  violations.  Thus,  en¬ 
forcement  of  the  existing  parking  regu¬ 
lations  will  be  facilitated. 

On  the  basis  of  the  information  sub¬ 
mitted  by  Maryland  in  its  plan,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  feels  that  the  portions  of  the 
Maryland  plan  dealing  with  enforcement 
of  existing  parking  restrictions  and  the 
reciprocal  enforcement  of  parking  viola¬ 
tions  is  approvable. 

As  pointed  out  in  Maryland’s  plan,  re¬ 
duction  of  emissions  due  to  work  trips 
within  the  Maryland  portion  of  the 
AQCR  by  Federal  Government  employ¬ 
ees  is  integral  to  achieving  air  quality 
goals.  Therefore,  EPA  feels  it  has  the 
responsibility  to  aid  Maryland  in  the  con¬ 
trol  of  these  emissions.  As  a  result,  EPA 
will  follow  the  suggestion  made  in  the 
Maryland  plan  and  prppose  a  federal 
regulation  which  would  effectively  reduce 
emissions  as  a  result  of  commuter  trips 
by  federal  employees.  This  will  be  done 
by  reqmring  federal  faculties  in  high 
density  areas  served  by  mass  transit,  to 
either  eliminate  free  parking  (by  estab¬ 
lishing  commercial  type  rates)  or  to  re¬ 
duce  the  avaUable  parking  spaces  in 
these  facilities  by  12  percent. 

Since  the  other  jurisdictions  in  the 
AQCR  has  also  proposed  to  eliminate  free 
parking  for  employees  of  their  govern¬ 
ment  and  the  Maryland  plan  is  unclear 
on  this  point,  EPA  is  also  proposing  that 
the  specific  state  and  local  governmental 
parking  faculties  eliminate  free  parking 
(or  adopt  an  equivalent  measure). 
Specifically  the  proposal  calls  for  the 
elimination  of  free  parking  or  the  reduc¬ 
tion  of  available  space  by  12  percent  for 
all  state  and  local  government  parking 
faciUties  which  have  25  or  more  spaces 
and  which  are  located  in  high  density 
employment  areas  which  are  served  by 
public  transportation.  Since  the  plan  is 
regional  in  nature,  this  action  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  insure  that  the  reductions  achiev¬ 
able  by  this  measure  throughout  the 
AQCR  do  in  fact  occur.  The  Administra¬ 
tor  feels  that  the  result  of  this  proposal 
will  be  to  induce  employees  to  utilize 
alternate  modes  of  transportation,  such 
as  buses  and  carpools  and  thereby  reduce 
the  VMT  in  the  area.  In  should  be  noted 
that  this  proposal  should  resiUt  in  a  re¬ 
duction  of  VMT  over  the  entire  area 
because  it  will  reduce  VMT  of  employees 
from  all  three  jurisdictions  in  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  Area. 

The  Friendship  Heights  Area,  the  SU- 
ver  Spring  Area,  and  the  Rockville  Area, 
along  with  other  areas,  in  all  likelihood 
would  need  to  be  included  in  any  defini¬ 


tion  of  “high  density  employment  area 
which  is  served  -by  mass  transit”  for  this 
strategy  to  be  effective.  '' 

b.  $2.00  Surcharge  (or  its  equivalent) 

The  Maryland  plan  proposes  to  seek 

the  imposition  of  a  $2.00  per  day  sur¬ 
charge  (or  an  equivalent  measure)  on  all 
long  term  parking  facilities  in  employ¬ 
ment  areas  which  are  served  by  mass 
transit.  Identification  of  the  areas  where 
the  surcharge  is  to  be  imposed  should 
be  made  within  the  next  10  months,  upon 
completion  of  studies  of  matter. 

This  proposal  calls  for  the  charge  to 
be  implemented  and  enforced  by  the  local 
jurisdictions  within  the  Maryland  por¬ 
tion  of  the  A(3CR.  The  Administrator 
feels  that,  if  implemented  according  to 
the  schedule  provided  in  the  plan,  this 
proposal  is  approvable. 

It  is  well  documented  that  no  matter 
how  well  designed  and  operated  a  mass 
transit  system  is,  unless  there  are  disin¬ 
centives  to  the  use  of  the  private  auto¬ 
mobile,  mass  transit  will  be  ineffective. 
Therefore,  Maryland’s  proposals  for  the 
surcharge  is  integral  to  the  success  of 
the  plan. 

The  Administrator  wants  to  make  it 
clear  that  if  for  any  reason  this  strategy 
is  not  emplemented  according  to  sched¬ 
ule,  he  will  institute  equivalent  measures. 
In  order  to  avoid  any  delay  in  the  imple¬ 
mentation  of  such  equivalent  measures 
and  to  invite  timely  public  comment,  the 
Administrator  is  proposing  contingency 
measures  in  the  plan.  These  contingency 
measures  will  b^ome  effective  if  it  be¬ 
comes  apparent  that  the  surcharge  will 
not  be  implemented.  Specifically,  a 
phased  15  percent  reduction  in  existing 
off-street  parking  spaces  would  be  im¬ 
posed,  as  well  as  a  ban  on  the  construc¬ 
tion,  modification  or  enlargement  of  any 
parking  facility  without  first  obtaining  a 
permit  from  the  Administrator.  Public 
comments  are  solicited  on  these  contin¬ 
gency  proposads. 

c.  Mass  Transit  Improvements.  The 
development  of  an  effective  mass  transit 
system  is  essential  to  the  development  of 
an  effective  tranportation  control  strat¬ 
egy.  If  this  control  plan  is  to  be  success¬ 
ful,  a  sufiBcient  number  of  buses  with 
convenient  service  and  adequate  sched¬ 
ules  must  be  provided. 

The  Maryland  plan  proposes  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  area  wide  transit  system 
increase  of  current  fleet  size  by  750  buses 
and  to  improve  service  and  convenience 
for  commuters.  Included  in  this  proposal 
are  provisions  for  installing  bus  shelters, 
providing  additional  public  information 
and  improved  scheduling.  In  addition, 
Maryland  plans  to  institute  a  number  of 
exclusive  bus  lanes  on  major  highway 
corridors.  All  of  these  measures  are 
meant  to  provide  the  increased  mass 
transit  service  which  will  be  necessary 
if  air  quality  standards  are  to  be 
achieved. 

Based  on  the  information  contained 
in  the  documents  submitted  by  Mary¬ 
land,  the  Administrator  feels  that  the 
proposals  for  increased  mass  transit  are 
approvable,  on  the  condition  that  cer¬ 
tain  administrative  details  will  be  pro¬ 
vided  to  him  by  the  State.  Specifically, 


the  arrangements  or  agreements  which 
will  trigger  the  expansion  of  the  fleet 
should  be  clarified,  since  it  is  necessary 
for  EPA  to  determine  what  actions  are 
necessary  to  bring  about  any  additional 
purchases  of  buses.  Also  a  clarification 
on  the  schedule  showing  the  projected 
incremental  increases  in  fieet  size  should 
be  provided.  In  addition,  the  Maryland 
plan  does  not  specifically  indicate  that 
Maryland  will  expend  funds  for  the  nec¬ 
essary  purchase  of  new  buses.  Since 
Maryland  is  a  signator  of  the  WMATA 
compact,  this  commitment  can  be  as¬ 
sumed.  A  direct  declaration  by  Mary¬ 
land  should  be  made,  though. 

d.  Bus/Car  Pool  Locator  System.  The 
Maryland  plan  recognizes  the  need  for 
more  efficient  utilization  of  current  auto¬ 
mobile  usage.  Thus,  the  plan  proposes  a 
voluntary  bus/car  pool  locator  matching 
service.  'This  system  will  attempt  to  as¬ 
semble  lists  of  commuters  with  similar 
work  schedules  and  home,  work  loca¬ 
tions,  and  will  be  phased  in  starting  with 
pilot  projects  during  1973.  Full  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  system  is  scheduled  for  April 
1974.  The  Administrator  feels  that  this 
measiire  is  approvable,  and  encourages 
residents  of  the  National  Capital  area  to 
take  advantage  of  this  service. 

Along  with  the  benefits  accruing  to  this 
system  in  terms  of  a  pot^tial  decrease 
of  vehicle  miles  traveled,  this  system  also 
has  the  advantages  of  fuel  conservation 
and  it  will  mitigate  the  impact  of  dis¬ 
incentives  to  private  auto  use  (i.e.,  the 
surcharge  and  elimination  of  free  em¬ 
ployee  parking) . 

e.  Heavy  duty  vehicle  restraints.  In 
addition  to  the  transportation  measures 
described  above,  the  Maryland  plan  ad¬ 
dresses  the  problem  of  heavy  duty  gaso¬ 
line  powered  vehicle  emissions.  The  plan 
discusses  emission  control  retrofit  pro¬ 
gram  for  heavy  duty  gasoline  powered 
vehicles.  The  discussion  provided  indi¬ 
cates  the  need  to  achieve  a  50  percent 
reduction  in  emissions  from  such  vehicles 
to  meet  the  standards  by  1977.  Such  re¬ 
duction  would  be  complimentary  to  the 
approvable  heavy  duty  emission  controls 
measures  included  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  plan  and  the  concepts  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  Virginia  plan. 

The  Maryland  plan  specifically  pro¬ 
poses  a  heavy  duty  retrofit  strategy  to 
be  implemented  by  1977.  Currently,  EPA 
feels  there  are  many  uncertainties  con¬ 
cerning  the  feasibility  of  implementing 
such  a  strategy  by  1977.  The  (mly  signifi¬ 
cant  development  and  testing  program 
currently  on-going  is  being  conducted 
by  the  state  of  New  York.  EPA  feels  this 
program  has  the  potential  to  develop  and 
provide  information  for  the  implementa¬ 
tion  of  a  heavy  duty  retrofit  program 
by  1977.  Accordingly,  the  Agency  has  ap¬ 
proved  this  strategy  for  the  New  York 
plan. 

While  Maryland’s  heavy  duty  retrofit 
proposal  appears  to  be  basically  approva¬ 
ble,  EPA  does  not  feel  the  plan  provides 
adequate  assurance  that  Maryland  will 
develop  a  program  of  their  own  for  the 
development  and  testing  of  such  devices 
or  indicate  a  commitment  to  establish 
an  understanding  to  use  information  de¬ 
veloped  through  New  York’s  program. 
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Without  this  Information,  EPA  does  not 
feel  this  strategy  is  approvable  at  this 
time.  Furthermore,  even  if  this  program 
was  approvable,  the  Administrator  be¬ 
lieves  emission  reductions  from  heavy 
duty  vehicles  can  be  reduced  at  an 
earlier  date  through  heavy  duty  vehicle 
delivery  bans. 

In  light  of  this  determination  and  in 
order  to  compliment  similar  measures  in 
the  District  of  Columbia  and  Virginia 
plans,  the  Administrator  is  proposing  a 
delivery  ban  on  heavy  duty  gasoline 
power^  vehicles  which  will  be  effective 
during  the  peak  traffic  period  (6:00  am- 
9:30  am) .  The  ban  will  take  effect  July  1, 
1974.  The  Administrator  recognizes  that 
the  District  of  Coliunbia  will  impose  this 
ban  on  January  1, 1974;  however,  in  order 
to  allow  Maryland  adequate  time  to 
adopt  regulations  and  plans  for  imple¬ 
mentation  of  this  ban,  the  additional 
implementation  time  is  warranted. 

EPA  encourages  the  State  of  Maryland 
to  submit  the  required  additional  infor¬ 
mation  on  the  heavy  duty  retrofit  pro¬ 
gram.  Such  a  program  could  eventually 
replace  the  proposed  Interim  delivery 
ban. 

Aircraft  Emission  Reduction 

Aircraft  emissions,  as  they  affect  am¬ 
bient  air  quality,  occur  during  approach, 
landing,  texl,  idle,  takeoff,  and  climb- 
out.  Heaviest  emissions  occur  during  taxi 
and  idle  when  aircraft  engines  are  op¬ 
erated  at  greatly  reduced  power. 

The  Maryland  Transportation  Control 
Plan  asserts  that  control  of  these  emis¬ 
sions  through  modified  ground  opera¬ 
tions  at  Dulles  and  Washington  National 
Airports  can  result  in  a  significant  hydro¬ 
carbon,  and  carbon  monoxide  emission 
reduction  in  the  National  Capital  Region. 
Maryland  contends  that  a  50%  reduction 
in  hydrocarbon  and  carbon  monoxide 
emissions  can  be  achieved  through  the 
implementation  of  such  groimd  controls 
at  the  two  northern  Virginia  airports. 
Such  a  reduction  would  represent  a  1.7 
ton  reduction  in  the  area’s  hydrocarbon 
emissions  and  a  28  ton  reduction  in  the 
area’s  carbon  monoxide  emission.  Mary¬ 
land  assumes  the  required  measures  will 
be  fully  implemented  by  EPA  and  FAA 
during  the  next  four  years  and  takes  full 
credit  for  the  potential  emissions  reduc¬ 
tions  which  they  believe  could  result 
from  these  measures. 

The  assumed  reduction  in  hydrocarbon 
emissions  is  necessary  for  the  plan  to 
demonstrate  achievement  of  the  oxidant 
standards;  the  claimed  carbon  monoxide 
reductions  are  not  needed  for  attainment 
of  the  standard. 

EPA  has  published  an  Advance  Notice 
of  Proposed  Rulemaking  for  aircraft 
ground  controls  but  has  not  yet  proposed 
regulations  for  such  controls.  The 
Agency,  however,  is  currently  fimding  a 
demonstration  project  with  FAA  to  de¬ 
termine  if  safety  hazards  would  accom¬ 
pany  modified  ground  operations.  If  the 
demonstration  is  successful,  EPA  will 
propose  and  promulgate  regulations  for 
the  Implementation  of  ground  operations 
deemed  free  of  safety  hazards. 


The  Agency  currently  believes  that 
certain  ground  and  taxi  operations  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  demonstration  can  be  con¬ 
servatively  assumed  to  be  safe  and  ac¬ 
ceptable.  EPA  calculations  indicate  that 
the  application  of  these  measures  could 
result  in  a  24  percent  reduction  in  hy¬ 
drocarbons  at  National  Airport  and  a  30 
percent  reduction  in  hydrocarbons  at 
Dulles  Airport  vice  (50  percent  reduction 
proposed  by  Virginia) .  In  light  of  EPA’s 
intention  to  work  jointly  with  FAA  to 
promulgate  and  implement  groimd  op¬ 
erations  deemed  safe  and  acceptable 
prior  to  1977,  the  Agency  believes  it  is 
reasonable  to  allow  Maryland  to  accept 
credit  for  emis.sion  reductions  which  will 
result  from  controlling  the  ground  op¬ 
erations  conservatively  felt  at  this  time 
to  be  safe  and  acceptable.  The  percent 
emissions  reductions  indicated  above 
which  would  result  from  these  measures 
would  provide  approximately  a  0.8  tons 
reduction  in  hydrocarbons  for  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  Region.  Accordingly,  the 
Agency  will  accept  0.8  tons  of  the  claimed 
1.7  tons  reduction  as  being  an  approv¬ 
able  portion  of  the  plan  based  on  the  ex¬ 
pected  implementation  of  ground  opera¬ 
tion  regulations. 

Economic  and  Social  Impact 

The  social  and  economic  consequences 
of  the  measures  Included  in  the  Mary¬ 
land  plan  or  proposed  herein  are  consid¬ 
ered  reasonable.  For  example,  the  in¬ 
spection  and  maintenance  procedures 
will  require  expienses  of  approximately 
$10  annually  for  the  average  vehicle  in¬ 
spected.  The  implementation  of  the 
VS  AD  retrofit  program  of  pre-1968  ve¬ 
hicles  will  require  that  individual  motor¬ 
ists  pay  approximately  $20  installation 
costs.  'ITiough  the  price  to  the  fleet  ve¬ 
hicle  owner  for  the  catalytic  retrofit  is 
$135  per  vehicle,  this  cost  could  grad¬ 
ually  be  reclaimed  through  slightly 
higher  service  or  use  fees  for  the  fleet 
vehicles  controlled.  In  addition,  such  ex¬ 
penditure  can  be  deducted  from  income 
tax  as  a  business  expense,  and  therefore 
part  of  the  cost  will  be  absorbed  by  the 
government.  Compensation  for  the  ex¬ 
penditures  associated  with  the  modifica¬ 
tions  required  by  the  gasoline  handling 
regulations  could  similarly  be  gained 
through  slight  increase  in  the  fees  for 
station  services  or  fuel  prices.  This  also 
could  be  deducted  as  a  business  expense 
from  the  income  tax.  Distributed  costs  of 
the  various  mass  transportation  improve¬ 
ment  measures,  as  well  as  the  incentives 
for  the  use  of  express  buses  and  carpools 
and  disincentives  on  the  use  of  automo¬ 
biles  by  individual  motorist- commuters, 
are  also  considered  reasonable. 

The  measures  providing  transporta¬ 
tion  improvements  are  expected  to  bene¬ 
fit  the  public  from  the  standpoint  of  im¬ 
proved  traffic  flow  for  commuters,  gen¬ 
eral  urban  mobility,  and  energy  con¬ 
sumption.  The  resulting  VMT  reductions 
may  also  have  some  impact  on  the 
sprawling  development  patterns  fo.stered 
by  widespread  automobile  use  which  are 
imduly  wasteful  of  energy,  land  and 
other  resources  and  have  contributed  to 
the  decay  of  urban  centers. 


Public  Comments  Solicited 

Although  the  Administrator  has  con¬ 
cluded  that  the  proposed  plan  is  the 
best  approach  available  to  him  at  the 
present  time  for  achieving  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  the  Act,  fur¬ 
ther  analysis  may  demonstrate  that 
more  appropriate  options  are  available. 
He  therefore  desires  to  obtain  the  com¬ 
ments  and  suggestions  of  the  public  on 
the  problems  of  achieving  the  ambient 
air  quality  standards  in  the  Maryland 
portion  of  the  National  Capital  Inter¬ 
state  Air  Quality  Control  Region.  Com¬ 
ments  are  particularly  invited  pertain¬ 
ing  to  measures  that  may  be  taken  by 
Federal,  State,  or  local  authorities  to 
support  or  supplement  the  proposed 
air  pollution  control  strategy,  to  im¬ 
plement  these  measures,  and  to  compare 
social  and  economic  effects  of  alterna¬ 
tive  pollution  control  measures. 

Pubhc  hearings  will  be  held  at  the 
Holiday  Inn,  8777  Georgia  Ave.,  Silver 
Spring,  Maryland  on  September  6,  1973, 
beginning  at  9:00  a.m.  Notice  of  the 
hearings  on  these  regulations  (includ¬ 
ing  designation  of  locations  for  inspec¬ 
tion  and  distribution  of  EPA  proposals) 
is  being  published  in  the  Maryland  por¬ 
tion  of  the  National  Capital  Interstate 
Air  Quality  Control  Region. 

The  Administrator’s  final  promulga¬ 
tion  of  transportation  controls  for  the 
Maryland  portion  of  the  Natonal  Capi¬ 
tal  Interstate  Region  will  consider  the 
comments  and  testimony  he  receives,  as 
well  as  any  additional  approvable  strat¬ 
egies  submitted  by  the  State  as  part  of 
the  State  plan  before  or  at  the  hearings. 
These  influences,  and  the  additional 
analysis  of  alternative  strategies  that 
can  be  made  in  the  time  between  this 
proposal  and  final  promulgation,  may 
lead  the  Administrator  to  adopt  final 
regulations  that  differ  in  important  ways 
from  this  proposal. 

Submittal  of  Written  Comments 

Interested  persons  may  participate  in 
this  rule  making  by  submitting  written 
comments,  preferably  in  triplicate,  to  the 
Mobile  Source  Enforcement  Division, 
EPA,  401  M  Street,  SW.,  Washington, 
D.C.  20460.  All  relevant  comments  re¬ 
ceived  on  or  before  September  4,  1973 
will  be  considered.  Receipt  of  comments 
will  be  acknowledged,  but  substantive 
responses  to  individual  comments  will 
not  be  provided.  Comments  received  will 
be  available  for  public  inspection  during 
normal  business  hours  at  the  office  of 
Public  Affairs,  EPA,  401  M  Street,  SW., 
Washington,  D.C.  20460.  This  notice  of 
proposed  rule  making  is  issued  under  the 
authority  of  Section  110(c)  and  301(a) 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act.  (42  U.S.C.  1857 
et  seq.) 

EPA  Studies  and  Guidelines 

Further  information  on  transporta¬ 
tion  control,  land  use,  and  motor  vehicle 
emissions  may  be  obtained  from  one  or 
more  of  the  following  documents  which 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
has  published: 

a.  “Prediction  of  the  Effects  of  'Trans¬ 
portation  Controls  on  Air  Quality  In  Ma- 
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jor  Metropolitan  Areas”  and  “Evaluating 
Controls  to  Reduce  Motor  Vehicle  Emis¬ 
sions  in  Major  Metropolitan  Areas,” 
November  1972.  Both  of  these  documents 
are  generally  known  as  the  “Six  Cities 
Study”. 

b.  “Transportation  Controls  to  Re¬ 
duce  Motor  Vehicle  Emissions  in  Major 
Metropolitan  Areas”,  December  1972. 
This  document  is  a  summary  of  a  study 
of  14  cities  conducted  with  the  view  of 
recommending  specific  transportation 
control  strategies.  (Separate  reports  for 
each  of  the  14  cities  are  also  available.) 

Note:  The  documents  listed  in  a  and 
b  above  are  available  from  the  Air  Pol¬ 
lution  Technical  Information  Center, 
EPA,  Research  Triangle  Park,  North 
Carolina  27711. 

c.  “Control  Strategies  for  In-Use  Ve¬ 
hicles”,  November  1972.  This  report  is 
available  from  EPA,  Mobile  Source  Pol¬ 
lution  Control  Programs,  401  M  Street, 
SW.,  Washington,  D.C.  20460. 

d.  “Transportation  Control  Measures”, 
Federal  Register  (38  FR  15194)  June 
8, 1973. 

e.  “Aircraft  and  Aircraft  Engines”, 
Federal  Register  (37  FR  26488)  Decem¬ 
ber  12, 1972. 

f.  “Aircraft  Emissions:  Impact  on  Air 
Quality  and  Feasibility  of  Control.”  This 
report  presents  the  available  information 
on  the  present  and  predicted  nature  and 
extent  of  air  pollution  related  to  aircraft 
operations  in  the  United  States.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  it  presents  an  investigation  of 
the  present  and  future  technological  fea¬ 
sibility  of  controlling  such  emissions. 
(42  U.S.C.  1857  etseq.) 

Dated:  July  24, 1973. 

Robert  W.  Fri, 
Acting  Administrator. 

-It  Is  prc^osed  to  amend  Part  52  of 
Chapter  I  of  Title  40  of  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  by  adding  the  fol¬ 
lowing: 

Subpart  V — Maryland 
§  52.1095  Inspection  and  maintenance. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Inspections  and  maintenance 
program”  means  a  program  to  reduce 
emissions  from  in-use  vehicles  by  iden¬ 
tifying  vehicles  which  need  emission- 
control-related  maintenance  and  requir¬ 
ing  that  maintenance  be  performed. 

(2)  “Precontrolled  vehicles”  means 
light  duty  vehicles  sold  nationally  (ex¬ 
cept  California)  prior  to  the  1968  model 
year  and  light  duty  vehicles  sold  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  prior  to  the  1966  model  year. 

(3)  “Controlled  vehicles”  means  light 
duty  vehicles  sold  nationally  (except 
California)  in  the  1968  model  year  and 
later  light  duty  vehicles  sold  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  in  the  1966  model  year  and  later. 

(4)  “Loaded  emissions  test”  means  a 
sampling  procedure  for  exhaust  emis¬ 
sions  which  requires  testing  the  engine 
under  stress  (i.e.,  loading)  by  use  of  a 
chassis  dynamometer  to  simulate  actual 
driving  conditions.  As  a  minimum  re¬ 
quirement,  the  loaded  emission  test  must 
include  running  the  vehicle  and  meas¬ 
uring  exhaust  emissions  at  two  speeds 
and  loads  other  than  idle. 


(5)  “Idle  emission  test”  means  a 
sampling  procedure  for  exhaust  emis¬ 
sion  which  requires  operation  of  the  en¬ 
gine  in  the  idle  mode  only.  At  a  mini¬ 
mum.  the  idle  test  must  consist  of  the 
following  procedures  carried  out  on  a 
fully  warmed-up  engine:  A  vertification 
that  the  idle  RPM  is  within  manufac¬ 
turer’s  specified  limits  and  a  measure¬ 
ment  of  the  exhaust  carbon  monoxide 
and/or  hydrocarbon  concentrations  dur¬ 
ing  the  period  of  time  from  15  to  25  sec¬ 
onds  after  the  engine  was  used  to 
move  the  car  or  was  run  at  2000  to  2500 
RPM  with  no  lead  for  2  to  3  seconds. 

(6)  “Retrofit”  means  the  addition  or 
removal  of  an  item  of  equipment,  or  a 
required  adjustment,  connection,  or  dis¬ 
connection  of  an  existing  item  of  equip¬ 
ment,  for  the  purpose  of  reducing 
emissions. 

(7)  “Idle  adjustment”  means  a  series 
of  adjustments  which  include  RPM,  idle 
air/fuel  ratio  and  basic  timing. 

(8)  “Initial  failure  rate”  means  the 
percentage  of  vehicles  rejected  because 
of  excessive  emissions  of  a  single  pollut¬ 
ant  during  the  first  inspection  cycle  of 
an  inspection/maintenance  program.  (If 
inspection  is  conducted  for  more  than 
one  pollutant,  the  total  failure  rate  may 
be  higher  than  the  failure  rates  for  each 
single  pollutant.) 

(b)  This  regulation  is  applicable 
within  the  Maryland  portion  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  Interstate  Air  Quality 
Control  Region. 

(c)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall  sub¬ 
mit  to  the  Administrator  of  EPA  or  his 
designee,  no  later  than  January  1,  1974, 
a  detailed  compliance  schedule  showing 
the  steps  that  will  be  taken  to  establish 
and  enforce  an  inspection  suid  mainte¬ 
nance  program  pursuant  to  paragraph 

(d)  of  this  section.  The  compliance 
schedule  shall  include: 

(1)  The  text  of  any  necessary  statu¬ 
tory  proposal  and  regulations  that  are 
need^  to  carry  out  the  inspection/ 
maintenance  system. 

(2)  A  detailed  timetable  describing 
the  steps  that  must  be  taken  and  when 
these  steps  will  be  taken  to  ensure  the 
timely  submittal  of  the  needed  legisla¬ 
tion  to  the  legislature  and  to  ensure 
timely  adoption  of  the  regulations 
needed  for  paragraph  (d)  of  this  section. 

(3)  A  detailed  timetable  describing 
the  dates  of  ordering  and  of  acqulsiton 
of  necessary  equipment. 

(4)  A  signed  statement  by  the  chief 
executive  or  his  designee  identifying  the 
sources  and  amounts  of  funding  for  the 
Inspection/ maintenance  program  and  a 
timetable  to  ensure  that  proper  fund¬ 
ing  levels  are  available.  If  funds  cannot 
legally  be  obligated  under  existing  stat¬ 
utory  authority,  the  text  of  the  needed 
legislation  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  Environmental  Pro¬ 
tection  Agency  or  his  designee  pursuant 
to  paragraph  (c)(1)  of  this  section. 

(d)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall 
establish  an  inspection  and  maintenance 
program  applicable  to  all  light  duty 
gasoline-powered  vehicles  registered 
within  Its  confines.  No  later  than 
March  1,  1974,  the  State  of  Maryland 


shall  submit  to  the  Environmental  Pro¬ 
tection  Agency  legally  adopted  regula¬ 
tions  reestablishing  such  a  program. 
The  regulations  shall  include: 

(1)  Provisions  for  the  inspection  of 
all  gasoline-powered  light  duty  vehicles 
at  periodic  intervals  of  no  more  than 
one  year  by  means  of  a  loaded  (dyna¬ 
mometer)  test. 

(2)  Provisions  for  inspection  failure 
criteria  consistent  with  the  emission  re¬ 
duction  claimed  in  the  plan  for  the  strat¬ 
egy.  These  criteria  shall  include  an  ini¬ 
tial  failure  rate  of  30  percent  (see 
definitions) . 

(3 )  Provisions  to  ensure  that  failed  ve¬ 
hicles  receive  the  maintenance  necessary 
to  achieve  compliance  with  the  inspec¬ 
tion  standards.  This  shall  Include  sanc¬ 
tions  against  individual  owners  and 
repair  facilities,  retest  of  failed  vehicles 
following  maintenance,  a  certification 
program  to  ensure  that  repair  facilities 
performing  the  required  maintenance 
have  the  necessary  equipment,  parts  and 
knowledge  to  perform  the  tasks  satisfac¬ 
torily,  and  such  other  measures  as  may 
be  necessary  or  appropriate. 

(4)  A  program  of  enforcement  to  en¬ 
sure  that  vehicles  are  not  intentionally 
readjusted  or  modified  subsequent  to  the 
inspection  and/or  maintenance  in  such 
a  way  as  would  cause  them  to  no  longer 
comply  with  the  inspection  standards. 
This  might  include  spot  checks  of  idle 
adjustments  and/or  a  suitable  type  of 
physical  tagging. 

(5)  Delineation  of  the  agency  or  agen¬ 
cies  responsible  for  conducting,  oversee¬ 
ing  and  enforcing  the  inspection  and 
maintenance  program. 

(6)  Provisions  for  beginning  the  first 
inspection  cycle  by  August  1.  1975,  and 
completing  it  by  July  31.  1976. 

(e)  After  July  31,  1976,  the  State  of 
Maryland  shall  not  register  nor  allow  to 
operate  on  its  streets  or  highways  ve¬ 
hicles  which  fall  within  this  regiilation 
and  have  not  complied  with  the  applica¬ 
ble  standards  and  procedures  of  para¬ 
graph  (d)  of  this  section.  This  shall  not 
apply  to  the  initial  registration  of  a  new 
motor  vehicle. 

(f)  After  July  31,  1976,  no  owner  of  a 
vehicle  which  is  affected  by  this  regula¬ 
tion  shall  operate  or  allow  to  be  oper¬ 
ated  a  vehicle  which  does  not  comply 
with  the  applicable  standards  and  pro¬ 
cedures  of  paragraph  (d)  of  this  section. 
This  shall  not  apply  to  the  initial  regis¬ 
tration  of  a  new  motor  vehicle. 

§  52.1097  Vacuum  Spark  Advance  Dis¬ 
connect. 

(a)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  “vac¬ 
uum  spark  advance  disconnect”  means  a 
device  or  system  installed  on  the  vehicle 
which  prevents  the  ignition  vacuum  ad¬ 
vance  from  operating  either  when  the 
vehicle’s  transmission  is  in  the  lower 
gears  or  when  the  vehicle  is  traveling 
below  a  predetermined  speed. 

(b)  liiis  section  is  applicable  in  the 
State  of  Maryland  portion  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  Interstate  Air  Quality 
Control  Region. 

(c)  On  or  before  January  1,  1975,  all 
gasoline-powered  light  duty  vehicles  of 
model  year  prior  to  1968  and  subject 
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under  presently  existing  legal  require¬ 
ments  to  registration  in  the  area  de¬ 
scribed  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section 
shall  be  equipped  with  an  appropriate 
vacuum  spark  advance  disconnect 
device. 

(d)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall  sub¬ 
mit,  no  later  than  January  1,  1974,  a 
detailed  compliance  schedule  showing 
the  steps  it  will  take  to  implement  and 
enforce  this  requirement.  Such  sched¬ 
ule  shall  include,  as  a  minimum,  the 
following : 

(1)  A  date  by  which  the  State  of 
Maryland  will  evaluate  and  approve  de¬ 
vices  for  use  in  this  program.  Such  date 
shall  be  no  later  than  March  1,  1974. 

(2)  A  date  by  which  installation  of 
this  equipment  shall  commence.  Such 
date  shall  be  no  later  than  June  1,  1974. 

(3)  A  date  by  which  all  vehicles  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  section  will  be  equipped  with 
such  devices.  Such  date  shall  be  no  later 
than  January  1,  1975. 

(4)  Designation  of  any  agency  or 
agencies  responsible  for  evaluating  and 
approving  such  devices  for  use  on  vehi¬ 
cles  subject  to  this  section. 

(5)  Designation  of  an  agency  or  agen¬ 
cies  responsible  for  ensuring  that  the 
prohibitions  of  paragraph  (e)  (2)  of  this 
section  shall  be  enforced. 

(6)  Method  and  proposed  procedures 
for  ensuring  that  those  persons  instal¬ 
ling  the  devices  have  the  training  and 
ability  to  perform  the  needed  tasks  satis¬ 
factorily  and  that  an  adequate  supply 
of  devices  will  be  available. 

(7)  Provision  (apart  from  the  require¬ 
ments  of  any  program  for  periodic  in¬ 
spection  and  maintenance  of  vehicles 
generally)  for  emission  testing  at  the 
time  of  device  Installation  or  some  other 
positive  assurance  that  the  device  is  in¬ 
stalled  and  oijerating  correctly. 

(e)  After  January  1,  1975,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  shall  apply  within  the  State  of 
Maryland  portion  of  the  National  Capi¬ 
tal  Interstate  Air  Quality  Control  Region. 

(1)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall  not 
register  a  vehicle  subject  to  this  para¬ 
graph  which  is  not  equipped  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section. 

(2)  No  owner  of  a  light  duty  vehicle 
subject  to  this  paragraph  shall  operate 
or  allow  the  operation  of  any  such  vehi¬ 
cle  that  is  not  equipped  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section. 

(f)  The  failure  of  any  person  to  com¬ 
ply  with  any  provision  of  this  section 
shall  render  such  person  in  violation  of 
a  requirement  of  an  applicable  imple¬ 
mentation  plan,  and  subject  to  enforce¬ 
ment  action  under  section  113  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act.  As  to  compliance  sched¬ 
ules,  the  State  of  Maryland  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  to  have  failed  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  this  regulation  if  it  fails 
to  submit  on  a  timely  basis  the  required 
compliance  schedule,  or  if  the  com¬ 
pliance  schedule  when  submitted  does  not 
contain  in  satisfactory  form  each  of  the 
elements  it  is  required  to  contain. 

§  52.1098  Oxidizing  ratalyst  retrofit. 

(a)  Definitions; 

(1)  “Oxidizing  catalyst’’  means  a  de¬ 
vice  installed  in  the  exhaust  system  of 
the  vehicle  that  utilizes  a  catalyst  and. 


if  necessary,  an  air  pump  to  reduce  emis¬ 
sions  of  hydrocarbon  and  carbon  mon¬ 
oxide  from  that  vehicle. 

(2)  Fleet  vehicle  means  any  of  5  or 
more  light  duty  vehicles  operated  by  the 
same  person (s),  business,  or  govern¬ 
mental  entity  and  used  principally  in 
connection  with  the  same  or  related  oc¬ 
cupations  or  uses.  This  definition  shall 
also  include  any  taxicab  (or  other  light 
duty  gasoline-powered  vehicle-for-hire) 
owned  by  any  individual  or  business. 

(3)  Governmental  entity  means  any 
agency  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Federal  government,  or  a  state  or  local 
department,  agency,  bureau,  board,  of¬ 
fice,  commission,  district,  or  unit  of  any 
other  type  (excluding  foreign  embassies) 
which  employs  personnel  paid  wholly 
with  public  funds. 

(4)  All  other  items  used  in  this  section 
which  are  defined  in  40  CFR  Part  51, 
Appendix  N,  are  used  herein  with  the 
meanings  so  defined. 

(b)  (1)  This  Section  is  applicable  in  the 
State  of  Maryland  portion  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  Interstate  Air  Quality 
Control  Region. 

(2)  Classes  of  Vehicles  Covered: 

(i)  Light  duty  fleet  vehicles  of  model 
year  1971  through  1975,  not  already 
equipped  with  catalyst,  or  certified  to 
meet  original  1975  statutory  light  duty 
vehicle  emission  standards. 

(c)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall  estab¬ 
lish  a  retrofit  program  to  insure  that  on 
or  before  May  31,  1977,  classes  of  gaso¬ 
line-powered  light  duty  vehicles  as  speci¬ 
fied  in  (b)(2)  of  this  section  which  are 
subject  imder  presently  existing  legal 
requirements  to  registration  in  the  area 
defined  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section 
and  are  used  on  the  streets  and  high¬ 
ways  of  the  State,  are  equipped  with  an 
appropriate  oxidizing  catalyst  retrofit 
device.  No  later  than  March  1,  1974,  the 
State  of  Maryland  shall  submit  legally 
adopted  regulations  to  EPA  establishing 
such  a  program.  The  regulations  shall 
include: 

(1)  Designation  of  an  agency  respon¬ 
sible  for  evaluating  and  approving  such 
devices  for  use  on  motor  vehicles  subject 
to  this  section. 

(2)  Designation  of  an  agency  respon¬ 
sible  for  ensuring  that  the  provisions  of 
paragraph  (c)  (3)  of  this  section  are 
enforced. 

(3)  A  provision  that  starting  no  later 
than  May  31,  1976,  the  State  of  Mary¬ 
land  shall  commence  retrofitting  oxidiz¬ 
ing  catalysts  to  those  light  duty  motor 
vehicles  able  to  operate  properly  on  im- 
leaded  91  RON  gasoline.  The  installa¬ 
tion  shall  be  completed  by  May  31,  1977. 

(4)  A  method  and  proposed  procedure 
for  ensuring  that  those  installing  the 
retrofits  have  the  training  and  ability  to 
perform  the  needed  tasks  satisfactorily 
and  that  they  will  have  an  adequate  sup¬ 
ply  of  retrofit  components. 

(d)  After  May  31, 1977,  the  State  shall 
not  register  or  allow  to  operate  on  public 
streets  or  highways  and  light  duty  gaso¬ 
line-powered  vehicles  specified  in  para¬ 
graph  (b)  (2)  of  this  section  which  does 
not  comply  with  the  applicable  stand¬ 
ards  and  procedures  adopted  pursuant 
to  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section. 


(e)  After  May  31,  1977,  no  owner  of  a 
vehicle  subject  to  this  section  shall  oper¬ 
ate  or  allow  the  operation  of  any  such 
vehicles  which  does  not  comply  with  the 
applicable  standards  and  procedures  im¬ 
plementing  this  section. 

(f)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall  sub¬ 
mit,  no  later  than  October  1,  1973,  a 
detailed  compliance  schedule  showing 
the  steps  it  will  take  to  establish  and 
enforce  a  retrofit  program  pursuant  to 
paragraph  (c)  of  this  section,  and  the 
text  of  needed  statutory  proposals  and 
needed  regulations  which  it  will  propose 
for  adoption.  The  compliance  schedule 
shall  include  a  date  by  which  the  State 
shall  evaluate  and  approve  devices  for 
use  in  this  program.  Such  date  shall  be 
no  later  than  September  30,  1975. 

(g)  Failure  to  comply  with  any  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section  shall  render  the 
person  so  failing  to  comply  in  violation 
of  a  requirement  of  an  applicable  imple¬ 
mentation  plan  and  subject  to  enforce¬ 
ment  under  section  113  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act.  The  State  will  be  considered  to  have 
failed  to  comply  with  the  requirements 
of  this  regulation  if  it  fails  to  submit  on 
time  the  required  compliance  schedule, 
or  if  the  compliance  schedule  when  sub¬ 
mitted  does  not  contain  in  satisfactory 
form  each  of  the  elements  it  is  required 
to  contain. 

§  52.1101  Control  of  evaporative  losses 
from  the  filling  of  vehicular  tanks. 

(a)  TTie  term  “gasoline”  means  any 
petroleum  distillate  having  a  Reid  vapor 
pressure  of  4  pounds  or  greater. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
State  of  Maryland  portion  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  Interstate  Air  Quality 
Control  Region. 

(c)  A  person  shall  not  transfer  gaso¬ 
line  to  an  automotive  fuel  tank  from 
gasoline  dispensing  systems  unless  the 
transfer  is  made  through  a  fill  nozzle 
designed  to: 

(1)  Effect  a  vapor-tight  fit  between 
the  fill  nozzle  and  filler  neck  of  the  auto¬ 
motive  fuel  tank  so  as  to  prevMit  dis¬ 
charge  of  hydrocarbon  vapors  to  the 
atmosphere. 

(2)  Direct  vapor  displaced  from  the 
automotive  fuel  tank  to  a  system  wherein 
at  least  90  percent  by  weight  of  the 
organic  compounds  in  displaced  vapors 
are  recovered. 

(3)  Prevent  automotive  fuel  tank 
overfills  or  spillage  on  fill  nozzle  dis¬ 
connect. 

(d)  The  system  referred  to  in  para¬ 
graph  (c)  of  this  section  can  consist  of 
a  vapor- tight  vapor  return  line  from  the 
fill  nozzle  filler  neck  interface  to  the  dis¬ 
pensing  tank  or  to  an  adsorption,  ab¬ 
sorption,  incineration,  or  refrigeration- 
condensation  system  or  equivalent. 

(e)  Components  of  the  systems  re¬ 
quired  by  §  52.1100(c)  can  be  used  for 
compliance  with  paragraph  (c)  of  this 
section. 

(f)  If  demonstrated  to  the  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  the  Administrator  that  it  is  im¬ 
practical  to  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  fill  neck  configuration,  location, 
or  other  design  features,  the  provisions 
of  this  paragraph  shall  not  apply  to 
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tanks  or  vehicles  existing:  at  the  time  of 
promnlgatim  of  this  regulation. 

(g)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall  dl- 
\’ide  all  facilities  subject  to  this  section 
into  three  classes,  the  first  of  which  shall 
equal  approximately  70  percent  of  hydro- 
carlxxi  emissions  fnxn  all  grasoline  sta¬ 
tions,  the  second  and  third  classes  shall 
each  equal  approximately  15  percent  of 
total  hydrocarbon  emissions  from  these 
sources.  The  classes  shall  be  known  as 
Class  I,  Class  II,  and  Class  III. 

(h)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(k)  of  this  section,  the  owner  or  operator 
of  a  source  includ^  in  Class  I  shall  com¬ 
ply  with  the  increments  contained  in  the 
following  compliance  scTiedule: 

( 1 )  Ctwi tracts  for  emission  control  sys¬ 
tems  or  process  modificaticms  must  be 
awarded  or  orders  must  be  issued  for  the 
purchase  of  component  parts  to  acc<Mn- 
plish  emission  contnri  or  process  modi¬ 
fication  not  later  than  March  31,  1974. 

(2)  Initiation  of  on-site  constructicm 
or  installation  of  emission  control  eqioip- 
ment  or  process  change  must  begin  not 
later  than  July  31,  1947. 

(3)  On-site  construction  or  installa¬ 
tion  of  emission  control  equipment  or 
process  modification  must  be  completed 
not  later  than  March  31,  1975. 

(4)  Final  compUance  is  to  be  achieved 
not  later  than  May  31,  1976. 

(5)  Any  owner  or  operator  of  sta¬ 
tionary  sources,  subject  to  the  compli¬ 
ance  schedule  in  this  paragraph  shall 
certify  to  the  Administrator,  within  5 
days  after  the  deadline  for  each  Incre¬ 
ment  of  progress,  whether  or  not  the 
required  increment  of  progress  has  been 
met. 

(i)  The  owner  or  operator  of  a  source 
included  in  the  Class  n  shall  comply  with 
the  increments  contained  in  the  follow’- 
ing  compliance  schedule: 

(1)  Contracts  for  emission  control 
systems  or  process  modifications  must  be 
awarded  or  orders  must  be  issued  for  the 
purchase  of  components  parts  to  accom¬ 
plish  emission  control  or  process  modi¬ 
fication  not  later  than  March  31,  1975. 

(2)  Initiation  of  on-site  cwistruction 
or  installation  of  emissions  control  equip¬ 
ment  or  process  change  must  begin  not 
later  than  July  31,  1975. 

(3)  On-site  construction  or  installa¬ 
tion  of  emission  control  equipment  or 
process  modification  must  be  completed 
not  later  than  March  31,  1976. 

(4)  Final  compliance  is  to  be  achieved 
not  later  than  May  31,  1976. 

(5)  Any  owner  or  operator  of  sta¬ 
tionary  sources  subject  to  the  compUance 
schedule  in  this  paragraph  shall  certify 
to  the  Administrator,  within  5  days  after 
the  deadline  for  each  increment  of  prog¬ 
ress,  whether  or  not  the  required  incre¬ 
ment  of  progress  has  been  met. 

(j)  The  owner  or  operator  of  a  source 
included  in  Class  HI  shall  comply  with 
the  increments  contained  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  compliance  schedule : 

(1)  Contracts  for  emission  control 
systems  or  process  modifications  must  be 
awarded  or  orders  must  be  issued  for 
the  piirchase  of  component  parts  to  ac¬ 
complish  emission  control  or  process 


modification  not  later  than  March  31, 
1975. 

(2)  Initiation  of  on-site  construction 
or  installation  of  emissions  control 
equipment  or  process  change  must  begin 
not  later  than  July  31,  1976. 

(3)  On-site  construction  or  installa¬ 
tion  of  emission  control  equipment  or 
process  modification  must  be  completed 
not  later  than  March  31,  1977. 

(4)  Final  compliance  is  to  be  achieved 
not  later  than  May  31,  1977. 

(5)  Any  owmer  or  operator  of  sta¬ 
tionary  sources,  subject  to  compliance 
schedule  in  this  paragraph  shaU  certify 
to  the  Administrator,  within  5  days  after 
the  deadline  for  each  increment  of  prog¬ 
ress,  whether  or  not  the  required  incre¬ 
ment  of  progress  has  been  met. 

(k)  Paragraph  (h)  and  (i)  of  this 
section  shall  not  apply: 

(l)  To  a  source  which  is  presently  in 
compliance  with  paragraph  (c)  of  this 
section  and  which  has  certified  such 
compliance  to  the  Administrator  by  De¬ 
cember  31,  1973,  The  Administrator  may 
request  whatever  Information  he  con¬ 
siders  necessary  for  proper  certification. 

(2)  To  a  source  for  which  a  compli¬ 
ance  schedule  is  adopted  by  the  State 
and  approved  by  the  Administrator. 

(3)  To  a  source  whose  owmer  or 
operator  submits  to  the  Administrator, 
by  December  31,  1973,  a  proposed  alter¬ 
native  schedule.  No  such  schedule  may 
provide  for  compliance  after  May  31, 
1975,  in  the  case  of  Class  I  sources,  and 
May  31,  1976,  in  the  case  of  Class  II 
sources.  If  promulgated  by  the  Admin¬ 
istrator,  such  schedule  shall  satisfy  the 
requirements  of  this  paragraph  for  the 
affected  source. 

(1)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  pre¬ 
clude  the  Administrator  from  promul¬ 
gating  a  sep>arate  schedule  for  any 
source  to  which  the  application  of  the 
compliance  schedule  in  paragraph  (b)  of 
this  section  fails  to  satisfy  the  require¬ 
ments  of  §  51.15(b)  and  (c)  of  this 
chapter. 

§52.1100  Gasoline  transfer  vapor  con¬ 
trol. 

(a)  The  term  “gasoline”  means  any 
petroleum  distillate  having  a  Reid  vapor 
pressure  of  four  (4)  pounds  or  greater. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
State  of  Maryland  portion  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  Interstate  Air  Quality 
Control  Region. 

(c)  No  person  shall  transfer  gasoline 
from  any  delivery  vessel  into  any  sta¬ 
tionary  storage  container  with  a  capacity 
greater  than  259  gallons  imless  such  con¬ 
tainer  is  equipped  with  a  submerged  fill 
pipe  and  unless  the  displaced  vapors 
from  the  storage  container  are  processed 
by  a  system  that  prevents  release  to  the 
atmosphere  of  no  less  than  90  percent 
by  weight  of  organic  compounds  in  said 
vapors  displaced  from  the  stationary 
container  location. 

(1)  The  vapor  recovery  portion  of  the 
system  shall  Include  one  or  more  of  the 
following: 

(i)  A  vapor-tight  vapor  return  line 
from  the  storage  container  to  the  de¬ 
livery  vessel  and  a  device  that  will  ensure 


that  the  vapor  return  line  is  connected 
before  gasoline  can  be  transferred  into 
the  container. 

(ii)  Refrigeration-condensation  sys¬ 
tem  or  equivalent  designed  to  recover 
no  less  than  90  percent  by  weight  of  the 
organic  compounds  in  the  displaced 
vapor. 

(2)  The  vapor-laden  delivery  vessel 
shall  be  subject  to  the  following  condi¬ 
tions: 

(1)  The  delivery  vessel  must  be  so 
designed  and  maintained  as  to  be  vapor- 
tight  at  all  times. 

(ii)  The  vapor -laden  delivery  vessel 
may  be  refilled  only  at  facilities  equipped 
with  a  vapor  recovery  system  or  the 
equivalent,  which  can  recover  at  least  90 
percent  by  weight  of  the  organic  com¬ 
pounds  in  the  vapor  displaced  from  the 
delivery  vessel  during  refilling. 

(d)  The  provisions  of  this  paragraph 
(c)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to 
the  following: 

(1)  Stationary  containers  having  a 
capacity  less  than  550  gallons  used  ex¬ 
clusively  for  the  fueling  of  implements  of 
husbandry:  provided,  however,  said  con¬ 
tainers  are  equipped  with  submerged  fill 
pipes. 

(2)  Any  container  having  a  capacity 
less  than  2,000  gallons  installed  prior  to 
prcHnulgation  of  this  paragraph. 

(3)  Transfer  made  to  storage  tanks 
equipped  with  floating  roofs  or  their 
equivalent. 

(e)  Compliance  schedule:  Except  as 
provided  in  paragraph  (f)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  the  owmer  or  operator  of  any  source 
subject  to  this  section  shall  comply  with 
this  section  on  or  before  January  31, 
1974. 

( 1 )  Any  owner  or  <s>erator  in  compli¬ 
ance  with  this  section  on  the  effective 
date  of  this  regulation  shall  certify  such 
compliance  to  the  Administrator  no  later 
than  120  days  following  the  effective  date 
of  this  section. 

(2)  Any  owner  or  operator  who 
achieves  compliance  with  this  section 
after  the  effective  date  of  this  section 
shall  certify  such  compliance  to  the 
Administrator  within  5  days  of  the  date 
compliance  is  achieved. 

(f)  Any  owner  or  operator  of  a  source 
subject  to  paragraph  (e)  of  this  section 
may,  not  later  than  120  days  following 
the  effective  date  of  this  section,  submit 
to  the  Administrator  for  approval  a  pro¬ 
posed  compliance  schedule  that  demon¬ 
strates  compliance  w'ith  the  provisions 
specified  in  paragraph  (e)  of  this  section 
as  expeditiously  as  practicable  but  no 
later  than  June  30,  1975.  The  compliance 
schedule  shall  provide  for  increments  of 
progress  toward  compliance.  The  dates 
for  achievement  of  such  increments  of 
progress  shall  be  specified.  Increments  of 
progress  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited 
to:  submittal  of  final  control  plan  to  the 
Administrator:  letting  of  necessary  con¬ 
tracts  for  construction  or  process  changes 
or  i.ssuance  of  orders  for  the  purchase  of 
component  parts  to  accomplish  emission 
control  or  process  modification:  initia^ 
tion  of  on-site  construction  or  installa- 
ti(Mi  of  emission  control  equipment  or 
process  modification:  completion  of  on- 
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site  construction  or  installation  of  emis¬ 
sion  control  equipment  or  process  modi¬ 
fication:  and  final  compliance. 

(g)  Any  owner  or  operator  who  sub¬ 
mits  a  compliance  schedule  pursuant  to 
this  paragraph  shall,  within  5  days  after 
the  deadline  for  each  increment  of  prog¬ 
ress,  certify  to  the  Administrator  whether 
or  not  the  required  increment  of  the 
approved  compliance  schedule  has  been 
met. 

§  52.1103  Management  of  Parking  Sup* 
ply. 

(a)  This  section  shall  apply  only  in 
the  event  that  the  Administrator  finds 
that  the  State  of  Maryland  fails  to  take 
one  or  more  of  the  following  steps  to  im¬ 
plement  the  $2.00  surcharge  (or  an 
equivalent  measure) : 

(1)  Complete  study  identifying  loca¬ 
tions  where  surcharge  or  equivalent 
measure  shall  apply  and  submit  to  the 
Admininistrator  by  May  30,  1974. 

(2)  Submit  to  the  Administrator 
legally  adopted  regulations  of  the  State 
of  Maryland  or  other  governmental  en¬ 
tities  to  collect  the  surcharge  or  impose 
the  equivalent  measure  by  June  30,  1974. 

(3)  Institute  the  collection  of  the  sur¬ 
charge  or  impose  the  equivalent  measures 
in  those  areas  identified  in  the  study  by 
April  1, 1975. 

(b)  In  the  event  the  State  of  Mary¬ 
land  chooses  to  adopt  any  “equivalent 
measure’’  to  this  surcharge,  the  State  of 
Maryland  must  submit  to  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  by  December  31,  1973,  Infor¬ 
mation  demonstrating  that  such  measure 
will  in  fact  achieve  the  required  result. 
Failure  to  demonstrate  this  fact  ade¬ 
quately  will  cause  the  Administrator  to 
determine  that  the  State  of  Maryland 
is  failing  to  implement  the  surcharge. 

(c)  In  the  event  that  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  determines  that  the  State  of 
Maryland  is  failing  to  implement  the 
$2.00  surcharge  (or  an  equivalent  meas¬ 
ure)  he  shall  make  this  determination 
public  in  the  Federal  Register,  and  this 
section  shall  then  be  immediately  effec¬ 
tive. 

(b)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Construction”  means  fabrication, 
erection,  or  installation  of  a  parking 
facility,  or  any  conversion  of  land  to 
use  as  a  parking  facility. 

(2)  “Modification”  means  any  change 
to  a  parking  facility  which  increases  the 
vehicle  capacity  of  such  facility. 

(3)  “Enlargement”  means  any  physi¬ 
cal  change  or  addition  to  a  parking  facil¬ 
ity  which  increases  the  vehicle  capacity 
of  such  facility. 

(4)  “Commenced”  means  that  an 
owner  or  operator  has  undertaken  a  con¬ 
tinuous  program  of  construction,  modifi¬ 
cation,  or  enlargement. 

(5)  “Parking  facility”  (also  called 
“facility”)  means  any  facility,  building, 
structure,  or  lot  or  portion  thereof  used 
primarily  for  temporary  storage  of  motor 
vehicles. 

(c)  No  person,  after  the  effective  date 
of  this  section,  shall  commence  construc¬ 
tion  of  any  new  parking  facility  or  mod¬ 
ification  or  enlargement  of  any  existing 
parking  facility  until  he  has  first  received 


from  the  Administrator  or  from  an 
agency  approved  by  the  Administrator 
a  permit  stating  the  construction,  mod¬ 
ification  or  enlargement  of  such  facility 
will  not  interfere  with  the  attainment  or 
maintenance  of  applicable  Federal  air 
quality  standards. 

(d)  In  order  for  any  agency  to  be 
approved  by  the  Administrator  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  issuing  permits  for  construction 
of  any  new  parking  facility  or  any  mod¬ 
ification  or  enlargement  of  any  existing 
parking  facility,  such  agency  shall  dem¬ 
onstrate  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  that: 

(1)  Requirements  for  permit  applica¬ 
tions  and  issuance  have  been  established. 
Such  requirements  shall  include,  but  not 
be  limited  to,  a  requirement  that  before 
a  permit  may  be  issued,  the  following 
findings  of  fact  or  factually  supported 
projections  must  be  made: 

(1)  The  location  of  the  facility. 

(ii)  The  total  motor  vehicle  capacity 
before  and  after  the  construction,  mod¬ 
ification,  or  enlargement  of  the  facility. 

(iii)  The  normal  hours  of  operation  of 
the  facility  and  the  enterprises  and  ac¬ 
tivities  which  it  serves. 

(Iv)  The  number  of  people  using  or 
engaging  in  any  enterprises  or  activities 
which  the  facility  will  serve. 

(V)  The  number  of  motor  vehicles 
using  the  facility  on  an  average  hourly 
basis  and  a  peak  hour  basis. 

(vi)  A  projection  of  the  geographic 
areas  in  the  community  from  which 
people  and  motor  vehicles  will  be  drawn 
to  the  facility.  Such  projections  shall  in¬ 
clude  data  concerning  the  availability 
of  public  transit  from  such  areas. 

(2)  Criteria  for  issuance  of  permits 
have  been  established  and  published. 
Such  criteria  shall  include,  but  shall  not 
be  limited  to: 

(i)  Full  consideration  of  all  facts  con¬ 
tained  in  the  application. 

(ii)  Provisions  that  no  permit  shall  be 
issued  if  such  permit  will  result  in  the 
increase  of  VMT  within  any  area,  the  air 
quality  of  which  fails  to  meet  applicable 
Federal  air  quality  standards. 

(3)  Agency  procedures  provide  that  no 
permit  for  the  construction,  enlargement 
or  modification  of  a  parking  facility 
covered  by  this  section  shall  be  issued 
without  notice  and  opportunity  for  pub¬ 
lic  hearing.  The  public  hearing  may  be  of 
the  legislative  type;  the  notice  shall  con¬ 
form  to  the  requirements  of  40  CFR  Part 
51.4(b) ;  and  the  agency  rules  of  pro¬ 
cedure  may  provide  that  if  no  notice  of 
intent  to  participate  in  the  hearing  is 
received  from  any  member  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  (other  than  the  applicant)  prior  to  7 
days  before  the  scheduled  hearing  date, 
no  hearing  need  be  held.  Such  a  require¬ 
ment,  if  imposed,  shall  be  noted  promi¬ 
nently  in  the  required  notice  of  hearing, 

§52.1096  RcJiirlion  of  oniployee  park¬ 
ing. 

(a)  Definitions 

(1)  Governmental  Entity — means  a 
federal,  state  or  local  department,  agency 
bureau,  board,  office,  commission,  dis¬ 
trict,  or  unit  or  any  other  type  (exclud¬ 
ing  foreign  embassies)  which  employs 


personnel  paid  wholly  with  public  funds. 

(2)  Commercial  Parking  Rate — means 
the  average  rate  charged  by  commercial 
parking  facilities  (excluding  on-street 
parking  meters)  on  a  monthly  basis 
within  a  1  mile  radius  of  a  facility  or  in¬ 
stallation  covered  by  this  section. 

(3)  Served  by  Public  Transit — means 
that  such  transit  is  available  during 
working  hours  within  a  reasonable  walk¬ 
ing  distance  of  the  employee’s  place  of 
employment,  even  though  such  transit 
may  not  serve  the  area  of  the  employee’s 
residence. 

(4)  State  Agency  means  State  of 
Maryland,  Bureau  of  Air  Quality  Control. 

(b)  This  section  shall  be  applicable  in 
the  State  of  Maryland  portion  of  the 
National  Capital  Interstate  Air  Quality 
Control  Region. 

(c) (1)  All  facilities  or  installations 
owned,  operated  or  leased  by  the  federal 
government  which  control,  operate  or 
lease  a  parking  facility  containing  25  or 
more  spaces,  shall  by  January  1,  1974, 
report  to  the  Administrator  the  number 
of  parking  spaces  in  each  such  facility 
as  of  October  15,  1973.  This  number  shall 
not  include  residential  (including  bar¬ 
racks)  parking  spaces  contained  in  or  on 
the  facility  or  installation. 

(2)  The  chief  administrative  officer  of 
all  facilities  or  installations  subject  to 
paragraph  (c)(1)  of  this  section,  shall 
by  April  1,  1974,  submit  to  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  a  detailed  report  specifying  the 
level  of  public  transit  service  to  the 
facility  and  also  the  parking  space  utili¬ 
zation  at  the  facilities  or  installations 
under  his  or  her  control  at  that  time. 
This  report  shall  include  but  is  not 
limited  to: 

(i)  All  public  transit  lines  which  have 
stops  within  one-half  mile  of  any  such 
installation  or  facility. 

(ii)  'The  practicality  of  the  operation 
of  shuttle  service  from  presently  well 
serviced  locations  such  as  Friendship 
Heights,  Silver  Spring  to  the  facility  or 
installation  during  morning  and  after¬ 
noon  peak  hours. 

(iii)  A  summary  of  the  existing  park¬ 
ing  situation  at  the  facility  including: 

(a)  Average  vehicle  occupancy  cal¬ 
culated  from  a  visual  survey  of  vehicles 
entering  and  leaving  the  facility  over  a 
full  week’s  time. 

(b)  The  percentage  of  vehicles  with 
one,  two,  three  and  four  occupants. 

(c)  The  total  number  of  vehicles  using 
the  facility  daily. 

Should  the  report  state  that  the 
facility  or  installation  is  not  presently 
served  by  public  transit,  this  report  shall 
be  reexamined,  updated,  and  submitted 
annually  not  later  than  April  1  of  each 
successive  year. 

(d) (1)  All  facilities  or  installations 
owned,  operated,  or  leased  by  state  and 
local  governments  which  control,  operate 
or  lease  a  parking  facility  containing 
25  or  more  spaces,  shall  by  January  1, 
1974  report  to  the  State  Agency  the 
number  of  parking  spaces  in  each  such 
facility  as  of  October  15,  1973.  This  num¬ 
ber  shall  not  include  residential  park¬ 
ing  spaces  contained  in  or  on  the  facility 
or  installation  or  publicly  owned  com¬ 
mercial  type  parking  facilities. 
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(2)  The  chief  administrative  officer 
of  all  facilities  or  installations,  subject 
to  paragraph  (d)(1)  of  this  section,  shall 
be  April  1,  1974  submit  to  the  State  of 
Maryland,  Bureau  of  Air  Quality  Con¬ 
trol,  a  detailed  report  specifying  whether 
the  facilities  or  installations  under  his 
or  her  control  are  served  by  public 
transit  at  that  time.  This  report  shall 
include,  but  is  not  limited  to; 

(i)  All  public  transit  lines  which 
have  stops  within  one-half  mile  of  any 
such  installation  or  facility. 

(ii)  The  practicality  of  the  operation 
of  shuttle  ser\'ice  from  presently  well 
serviced  location  such  as  Friendship 
Heights,  Silver  Spring  to  the  facility  or 
installation  during  morning  and  after¬ 
noon  peak  hours. 

(iii>  A  summary  of  the  existing  park¬ 
ing  situation  at  the  facility  including: 

(a)  Average  vehicle  occupancy  cal¬ 
culated  from  a  visual  survey  of  vehicles 
entering  and  leaving  the  facility  over  a 
full  week’s  time. 

(b)  The  percentage  of  vehicles  with 
one,  two,  three  and  four  occupants. 

(c)  The  total  number  of  vehicles  using 
the  facility  daily.  Should  the  report  state 
that  the  facility  or  installation  is  not 
presently  served  by  public  transit,  this 
report  shall  be  reexamined,  updated 
and  submitted  annually,  not  later  than 
April  1  of  each  successive  year. 

(e)  Each  gov’emmental  entity  sub¬ 
ject  to  paragraphs  (c)(1)  and  (d)(1) 
of  this  section,  and  which  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Administrator  of  State  Agency  is 
ser\’ed  by  public  transit  shall  comply  with 
either  paragraphs  (e)(1)  or  (2)  of  this 
section.  This  governmental  entity  shall 
either: 

(1)  Adopt  a  plan  whereby  a  charge 
equivalent  to  commercial  parking  rates 
w'ill  be  imposed  for  parking  at  any  such 
parking  facility  owmed,  operated  or 
leased  by  the  governmental  entity.  In 
no  case  shall  the  charge  be  less  than 
$20.00  per  space  per  month.  Any  funds 
collected  by  any  governmental  entity 
under  this  subparagraph  may  be  used  for 
any  legitimate  governmental  purpose. 
Provided,  however.  That  no  such  funds 
shall  be  used  to  subsidize  directly  or  in¬ 
directly  employee  parking:  or 

(2)  Adopt  a  plan  to  reduce  the  number 
of  parking  spaces  in  each  such  facility 
from  the  number  in  existence  on  October 
15,  1973,  according  to  the  following: 

(i)  By  November  30,  1974,  a  reduction 
of  4  percent 

(ii)  By  February  28,  1975,  a  reduction 
of  8  percent 

(iii)  by  May  31,  1975,  a  reduction  of 
12  percent 

(f)  (1)  Each  entity  of  the  Federal  gov¬ 
ernment  subject  to  paragraph  (e)  of  this 
section  shall  submit  to  the  Administrator 
no  later  than  June  30,  1974,  a  detailed 
compliance  schedule  showing  steps  it  will 
take  to  achieve  either  the  required  re¬ 
duction  of  spaces,  or  the  initiation  of 
commercial  parking  rates.  In  the  case 
of  a  reduction  of  spaces,  the  schedule 
shall  include  provisions  for  marking 
those  spaces  to  be  eliminated  in  a  man¬ 
ner  obvious  to  members  of  the  public 
(painting  over,  roping  off,  etc.).  In  the 


case  of  the  initiation  of  commercial  park¬ 
ing  rates,  the  schedule  shall  include: 

(1)  A  date  for  the  initial  imposition  of 
the  charge.  Such  date  shall  be  no  later 
than  January  1,  1975. 

(ii)  The  amount  to  be  charged  per 
space  per  month. 

(iii)  Any  exceptions  to  the  charge  (e.g., 
handicapped  personnel,  certain  high 
level  officials  of  the  governmental  en¬ 
tity),  including  documentation  of  the 
n^d  and  rationale  for  such  exceptions. 

(iv)  Provisions  for  annual  reevaluation 
of  the  amount  charged  per  space  per 
month  based  upon  any  changes  in  com¬ 
mercial  parking  rates. 

(2)  Each  entity  of  a  State  or  local  gov¬ 
ernment  subject  to  paragraph  (e)  of  this 
section  shall  submit  to  the  State  Agency 
no  later  than  June  30,  1974,  a  detailed 
compliance  schedule  showing  steps  it  will 
take  to  achieve  either  the  required  re¬ 
duction  of  spaces  or  the  initiation  of  com¬ 
mercial  parking  rates.  In  the  case  of  a 
reduction  of  spaces,  the  schedule  shall 
include  provisions  for  marking  those 
spaces  to  be  eliminated  in  a  manner 
obvious  to  members  of  the  public  (paint¬ 
ing  over,  roping  off,  etc.) .  In  the  case  of 
the  initiation  of  commercial  parking 
rates,  the  schedule  shall  include: 

(i)  A  date  for  the  initial  imposition  of 
the  charge.  Such  date  shall  be  no  later 
than  January  1,  1975. 

(ii)  The  amount  to  be  charged  per 
space  per  month. 

(iii)  Any  exceptions  to  the  charge  (e.g., 
handicapped  personnel,  certain  high 
level  officials  of  the  governmental  en¬ 
tity),  including  d(x;umentation  of  the 
need  and  rationale  for  such  exceptions. 

(iv)  Pro\1sions  for  annual  reevalua¬ 
tion  of  the  amount  charged  per  space 
per  month  based  upon  any  changes  in 
commercial  parking  rates. 

(g)  Failure  to  submit  any  report  or 
compliance  schedule  as  required  by  this 
section  shall  render  the  person  so  fail¬ 
ing  to  comply  in  violation  of  an  appli¬ 
cable  implementation  plan  and  subject  to 
enforcement  action  under  §  113  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act.  Any  governmental  en¬ 
tity  which  either  allows  vehicles  to  be 
parked  in  excess  of  the  number  allowable, 
or  w’hich  fails  to  collect  commercial 
parking  charges,  shall  likewise  be  in 
violation  and  subject  to  enforcement. 

§52.1102  Kliininalion  of  dryrioaning 
losses. 

(a)  Definition; 

(1)  A  photochemically  reactive  sol¬ 
vent  is  any  solvent  with  an  aggregate  of 
more  than  20  percent  of  its  total  volume 
composed  of  the  chemical  compounds 
classified  below  or  which  exceeds  any  of 
the  following  individual  percentage  com¬ 
position  limitations,  referred  to  the  total 
volume  of  solvent; 

(i)  A  combination  of  hydrocarbons, 
alcohols,  aldehydes,  esters,  ethers  or  ke¬ 
tones  having  an  olefinic  or  cyclo-olefinic 
type  of  unsaturation:  5  percent: 

(ii)  A  combination  of  aromatic  com¬ 
pounds  with  eight  or  more  carbon  atoms 
to  the  molecule  except  ethylbenzene:  8 
percent: 


(iii)  A  combination  of  ethylbenzene, 
ketones  having  branched  hydrocarbon 
structures,  trichloroethylene  or  toluene: 
20  percent: 

Whenever  any  organic  solvent  or  any 
constituent  of  an  organic  solvent  may  be 
classified  from  its  chemical  structure  into 
more  than  one  of  the  above  groups  of 
organic  compounds,  it  shall  be  consid¬ 
ered  as  a  member  of  the  most  reactive 
chemical  group,  that  is,  that  group  hav¬ 
ing  the  least  allowable  percent  of  the 
total  volume  of  solvents. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Maryland  p<)rtion  of  the  National  Capital 
Interstate  Air  Quality  Control  Region. 

(c)  After  May  31,  1974,  no  person  shall 
cause,  suffer,  allow,  or  permit  the  use  of 
any  photochemically  reactive  organic 
solvent  for  the  purpose  of  drycleaning 
of  clothing  and  household  items. 

(d)  The  owner  or  operator  of  any 
premise  subject  to  the  requirements  of 
this  section  shall  within  30  days  of  the 
effective  date  of  this  regulation  submit 
to  the  Administrator  the  following  in¬ 
formation: 

( 1 )  Location  of  premise. 

(2)  Source  of  supply  and  identifying 
name,  number  or  purchase  specification 
for  all  drycleaning  solvents  used. 

(e)  Any  owner  or  operator  who  fails 
to  fulfill  any  requirement  of  this  section 
shall  be  in  violation  of  an  applicable  im¬ 
plementation  plan  and  subject  to  en¬ 
forcement  action  under  section  113  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act. 

§  52.1099  IVuk  hour  d<‘Iiver>'  han  reg¬ 
ulation. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  Peak  Hours — The  hours  6:00  AM 
to  9:30  AM  Monday  through  Saturday. 

(2)  Delivery  Ban — A  program  to  re¬ 
duce  emissions  from  in-use  heavy  duty 
gasoline  rtowered  vehicles  employed  to 
deliver  goods  within  the  specified  peak 
hours. 

(3)  Heavy  Duty  Gasoline  Powered  Ve¬ 
hicle — Any  motor  vehicle  either  desig¬ 
nated  primarily  for  transportation  of 
property  and  rated  more  than  6,000 
pounds  GVW  and  which  is  powered  by  a 
gasoline  burning  engine.  This  shall  not 
include  mail  trucks,  and  emergency  type 
vehicles  such  as  fire  trucks  and  police 
wagons. 

(4)  All  other  terms  used  in  this  section 
which  are  defined  in  40  CFR  Part  51,  Ap¬ 
pendix  N  are  used  therein  with  the  mean¬ 
ing  so  defined. 

(b)  This  regulation  is  applicable  in 
the  State  of  Maryland  portion  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  Interstate  Air  Quality  Con¬ 
trol  Region. 

(c)  The  State  of  Maryland  counties  of 
Prince  CJeorges,  Montgomery  and  all  in¬ 
corporated  cities  located  within  such 
county  shall  establish  a  peak  hour,  heavy 
duty  gasoline  powered  vehicle  use  pro¬ 
hibition  on  streets  and  highways  over 
which  each  entity  has  ownership  and 
control.  No  later  than  February  1,  1974, 
each  governmental  entity  shall  submit  to 
the  Administrator  a  legally  enforceable 
program  which  shall  include: 

( 1 )  Provisions  for  initiation  of  the  ban 
no  later  than  June  30, 1974. 
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(2)  The  prohibition  shall  state  that 
heavy  duty  gasoline  powered  vehicles 
making  deliveries  in  violation  of  the  pro¬ 
hibition  shall  either  be  towed  away,  or 
the  owner  and/or  operator  subject  to  a 
fine  of  up  to  $100,  or  both. 

(d)  The  State  of  Maryland,  counties 
and  all  incorporated  cities  within  such 
counties  subject  to  this  section  shall 
submit,  no  later  than  February  1,  1974, 
a  detailed  compliance  schedule  showing 
the  steps  it  will  take  to  establish  and 
enforce  a  peak  hour  delivery  ban.  The 
compliance  schedule  shall  include  the 
date  by  which  the  jurisdictions  wall  rec¬ 
ommend  needed  regulations  to  the  ap¬ 
propriate  body,  and  will  identify  the 
state,  county,  or  city  official  responsible 
for  enforcement. 

(e)  Failure  to  comply  with  any  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  regulation  shall  render  such 
person  in  violation  of  a  requirement  of 
an  applicable  implementation  plan  and 
subject  to  enforcement  action  under  sec¬ 
tion  113  of  the  Clean  Air  Act.  A  state  or 
other  governmental  entity  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  to  have  failed  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  this  section  if  it  fails 
to  timely  submit  any  required  compli¬ 
ance  schedule. 

§52.110!  Liniilalion  of  oiT-sireel  park¬ 
ing. 

(a)  This  section  shall  apply  only  in 
the  event  that  the  Administrator  finds 
that  the  State  of  Maryland  fails  to  take 
one  or  more  of  the  following  steps  to  im¬ 
plement  the  $2.00  surcharge  (or  an  equiv¬ 
alent  measure) : 

(1)  Complete  study  identifying  loca¬ 
tions  where  surcharge  or  equivalent  mea¬ 
sure  shall  apply  and  submit  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  by  May  30, 1974. 

(2)  Submit  to  the  Administrator  le¬ 
gally  adopted  regulations  of  the  State 
of  Maryland  or  other  governmental  en¬ 
tities  to  collect  the  surcharge  or  impose 
the  equivalent  measure  by  June  30,  1974. 

(3)  Institute  the  collection  of  the  sur¬ 
charge  or  impose  the  equivalent  measure 
in  those  areas  identified  in  the  study  by 
April  1, 1975. 

(b)  In  the  event  the  State  of  Mary¬ 
land  chooses  to  adopt  any  “equivalent 
measure”  to  this  surcharge,  the  State 
of  Maryland  must  submit  to  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  by  December  31,  1973,  informa¬ 
tion  demonstrating  that  such  measure 
will  in  fact  achieve  the  required  result. 
Failure  to  demonstrate  this  fact  ade¬ 
quately  will  cause  the  Administrator  to 
determine  that  the  State  of  Maryland 
is  failing  to  implement  the  surcharge. 

(c)  In  the  event  that  the  Administra¬ 
tor  determines  that  the  State  of  Mary¬ 
land  is  failing  to  implement  the  $2.00 
surcharge  (or  an  equivalent  measure) 
he  shall  make  this  determination  public 
in  the  Federal  Register,  and  this  section 
shall  then  be  immediately  effective. 

(d)  Definition; 

(1)  The  term  “off-street  parking  fa¬ 
cility”  means  any  land  or  building  or 
portion  of  a  building  set  aside  for  the 
purpose  of  storing  a  maximum  capacity 
of  10  or  more  vehicles  on  a  temporary 
basis. 
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(e)  Each  govenunental  entity,  public 
agency,  private  corporation,  partnership 
or  sole  proprietor  owning  or  operating 
an  off-street  parking  facility  located 
within  the  State  of  Maryland  portion  of 
the  National  Capital  Interstate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region  shall,  within  30 
days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  regula¬ 
tion,  report  to  the  Administrator  the 
number  of  parking  spaces  in  each  such 
facility  under  its  ownership  or  control 
of  the  effective  date  of  this  regulation. 
The  number  used  solely  for  the  storage 
of  vehicles  of  persons  who  reside  within 
Vi  mile  of  the  facility  shall  not  be 
counted. 

(f)  Each  such  owner  or  operator  of 
any  off-street  parking  facility  located 
within  the  area  specified  in  paragraph 
(c)  of  this  section  shall  reduce  the  num¬ 
ber  of  affected  parking  spaces  in  each 
such  facility  from  the  number  in  exist¬ 
ence  as  of  the  date  this  regulation  be¬ 
comes  effective  according  to  the  follow¬ 
ing  schedule: 

(1)  Within  90  days  of  the  effective 
date — a  5  percent  reduction: 

(2)  Within  120  days  of  the  effective 
date — a  10  percent  reduction; 

(3)  Within  180  days  of  the  effective 
date — a  15  percent  reduction. 

(g)  Each  such  owner  or  operator  of 
an  off-street  parking  facility  subject  to 
the  requirements  of  this  section  shall 
submit  to  the  Administrator,  no  later 
than  60  days  after  the  effective  date  of 
this  section,  a  detailed  compliance  sched¬ 
ule  showing  the  steps  it  will  take  to 
achieve  the  required  reduction  in  park¬ 
ing  spaces.  Such  schedule  shall  provide 
for  the  marking  in  some  manner  obvious 
to  the  public  (such  as  painting  over,  rop¬ 
ing  off,  or  the  like)  of  the  eliminated 
spaces  on  which  parking  is  not  permitted 
pursuant  to  this  section. 

(h)  Failure  to  submit  a  compliance 
schedule  as  required  by  this  section  shall 
render  the  person  or  governmental  en¬ 
tity  so  failing  in  violation  of  a  require¬ 
ment  of  an  applicable  implementation 
plan  and  subject  to  enforcement  action 
under  section  113  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 
Any  owner  or  operator  of  an  off-street 
parking  facility  who  allows  any  vehicle 
to  be  parked  on  any  parking  space  which 
has  been  eliminated  pursuant  to  this  sec¬ 
tion,  or  who  fails  to  mark  clearly  those 
spaces  which  have  been  eliminated,  shall 
likewise  be  in  violation  and  subject  to 
enforcement, 

[FR  Doc.73-15628  Filed  8-l-73;8:45  am] 


[  40  CFR  Part  52  ] 

VIRGINIA;  APPROVAL  AND  PROMULGA¬ 
TION  OF  IMPLEMENTATION  PLANS 

Notice  of  Proposed  Rule  Making 

The  transportation  control  plan  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  Commonwealth  of  Virginia 
for  attainment  of  the  primary  national 
ambient  air  quality  standards  for  carbon 
monoxide  (CO)  and  photochemical  oxi¬ 
dants  (Ox)  for  the  Virginia  portion  of 
the  National  Capital  Interstate  Region 
was  disapproved  in  part  on  June  15,  1973 
(38  FR  16563).  This  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  sets  forth  regulations  which 
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in  the  Administrator's  judgment  could 
be  implemented  in  addition  to  the  ap- 
provable  portions  of  the  Virginia  plan 
to  attain  and  maintain  the  national 
standards  for  carbon  monoxide  and 
photochemical  oxidants  in  the  Virginia 
portion  of  the  National  Capital  Inter¬ 
state  Region. 

If  revisions  to  the  Virginia  plan  are 
submitted  and  determined  to  be  approv- 
able  prior  to  Federal  promulgation,  these 
proposed  regulations  will  be  withdrawn. 
If  revisions  to  the  Virginia  plan  are  sub¬ 
mitted  and  determined  to  be  approvable 
after  Federal  promulgation,  then  those 
Federal  regulations  will  be  rescinded.  It 
is  the  desire  of  the  Environmental  Pro¬ 
tection  Agency  that  the  plan  to  attain 
and  maintain  the  carbon  monoxide  and 
photochemical  oxidant  standards  in  the 
Virginia  portion  of  the  National  Capital 
Interstate  Region  be  a  State  plan  car¬ 
ried  out  by  the  Commonwealth  of  Vir¬ 
ginia  or  its  designated  representative. 

Transportation  Control  Alternatives 

Analysis  of  the  air  quality  problems 
in  the  National  Capital  Interstate  Re¬ 
gion,  which  is  partly  located  in  the 
Commonwealth  of  Virginia,  reveals  that 
both  photochemical  oxidants  and  carbon 
monoxide  exhibit  unacceptably  high 
levels  in  the  region,  with  the  former 
being  the  pacing  pollutant. 

Since  a  substantial  proportion  of  the 
photochemical  oxidant  problem  and  al¬ 
most  all  of  the  carbon  monoxide  problem 
are  the  result  of  automotive  vehicle  emis¬ 
sions,  measures  to  reduce  emissions  from 
individual  vehicles  and  measures  to  re¬ 
duce  vehicular  travel  can  be  effective  in 
improving  air  quality.  Since  a  significant 
percentage  of  the  oxidant-producing  hy¬ 
drocarbon  emissions  stem  from  vehicle- 
related  sources  associated  with  gasoline 
handling  operations,  measures  to  reduce 
these  operational  losses  can  also  provide 
a  measurable  improvement  in  the  re¬ 
gional  air  quality. 

Reductions  in  emissions  from  vehicles 
can  be  obtained  through  inspection  and 
maintenance  programs  and  from  incor¬ 
poration  of  various  retrofit  devices. 
Reductions  in  Vehicle  Miles  Traveled 
(VMT)  can  be  achieved  through  various 
pricing  and  taxing  schemes  for  road  use. 
adoption  of  parking  restrictions,  includ¬ 
ing  limitations  of  available  number  of 
parking  spaces,  restrictions  on  idling  or 
cruising  of  fleet  vehicles,  selective  con¬ 
trol  of  goods  movement,  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  vehicle-free  zones,  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  four-day  work  week,  programs 
promoting  the  use  of  carpools  or  alterna¬ 
tive  modes  of  transportation,  and  limita¬ 
tions  on  gasoline  usage.  It  must  be 
emphasized  that,  in  order  to  be  effective, 
each  VMT  control  measure  proposed  or 
adopted  by  the  Commonwealth  of  Vir¬ 
ginia  must  be  reflected  by  identical  or 
equivalent  measures  in  the  neighboring 
jurisdictions  of  Maryland  and  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  for  their  portions  of 
the  National  Capital  Interstate  Region. 

In  effecting  substantial  improvements 
in  air  quality,  improvements  in  and 
expansion  of  public  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  are  a  necessary  and  effective  com- 
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plement  facilitating  use  of  this  alterna¬ 
tive  to  the  private  automobile.  Clearly, 
public  transit  improvements  must  be 
implemented  in  concert  with  the  appro¬ 
priate  level  of  vehicle  restraints,  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  regional  characteristics 
of  the  private  automobile  use  demand 
elasticity.  Such  improvements  as  greater 
coverage,  increased  frequency  of  serv¬ 
ice,  improved  reliability,  increased  com¬ 
fort  and  convenience,  a  reasonable  cost, 
and  adequate  personal  security  will  fur¬ 
ther  encourage  the  use  of  public  transit 
alternatives  to  the  private  automobile. 

Summary 

The  Virginia  plan,  as  amended  by  the 
July  9,-  1973,  submission,  in  its  demon¬ 
stration  of  the  attainment  of  the  photo¬ 
chemical  oxidant  and  carbon  monoxide 
air  quality  standards,  utilizes  seven  gen¬ 
eral  measures.  These  are:  the  Federal 
Motor  Vehicle  Control  Program,  the  Vir¬ 
ginia  Motor  Vehicle  Inspection  and 
Maintenance  Program  for  light  duty  ve¬ 
hicles,  improvement  in  public  transporta¬ 
tion,  increased  terminal  (or  parking) 
costs,  car  pool  locator  service,  restric¬ 
tions  on  aircraft  ground  operations,  and 
control  of  stationary  source  emissions. 
According  to  the  Virginia  plan,  which 
utilizes  data  by  the  Metropolitan  Wash¬ 
ington  Council  of  Governments  for  the 
entire  National  Capital  Interstate  Re¬ 
gion,  peak  period  hydrocarbon  emissions 
were  63.3  tons  for  the  region  as  a  whole 
and  peak  period  carbon  monoxide  emis¬ 
sions  were  1133.5  tons  in  1972.  In  order 
to  demonstrate  attainment  of  standards, 
the  Council  of  Governments’  calculations 
indicate  that  hydrocarbon  emissions 
must  be  reduced  by  67  percent  of  the 
1972  emissions  in  the  National  Capital 
Interstate  Region  to  a  level  of  20.9  tons/ 
peak  period,  and  that  carbon  monoxide 
emissions  must  be  reduced  by  55.6  per¬ 
cent  of  the  1972  emissions  in  the  Region 
to  a  level  of  501  tons/peak  period. 

Including  projected  increase  in  vehi¬ 
cle  miles  of  travel,  the  Federal  Motor  Ve¬ 
hicle  Control  Program  will  reduce  hydro¬ 
carbon  peak  period  emissions  by  47 
percent  to  33.6  tons  and  will  reduce  car¬ 
bon  monoxide  peak  period  emissions  by 
49.0  percent  to  576  tons/peak  period  by 
1977.  These  estimates  are  adjusted  to  re¬ 
flect  the  1975  interim  motor  vehicle  emis¬ 
sion  standards  as  announced  on  April  11, 
1973. 

Since  the  21 -day  period  for  public  com¬ 
ment  on  the  additional  submission  has 
not  been  completed,  it  is  impossible  for 
the  Administrator  to  make  a  final  deci¬ 
sion  on  approval  or  disapproval  of  the 
strategies  included  in  the  Virginia  plan 
at  this  time.  This  decision  must  take 
into  consideration  all  comments  received 
during  this  time.  However,  preliminary 
review  by  EPA  indicates  that  certain 
strategies  are  likely  to  be  approvable.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  Agency  is  proposing  only 
those  items  which,  when  added  to  the 


approvable  measures,  are  necessary  to 
attain  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality 
Standards. 

If  an  apparently  approvable  strategy 
is  determined  not  to  be  approvable,  addi¬ 
tional  measures  will  be  proposed. 

The  information  contained  in  the  addi¬ 
tional  submissions  by  Virginia  appears 
to  remedy  many  of  the  deficiencies  on 
w'hich  the  Administrator’s  June  15  deci¬ 
sion  was  based. 

The  following  is  a  summary  of  the  ac¬ 
tions  EPA  is  proposing  to  take  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  Virginia  Plan: 

Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Control  Pro¬ 
gram — Reductions  appear  to  be  approva¬ 
ble  based  on  projected  vehicle  popula¬ 
tions  and  emission  factors. 

Motor  Vehicle  Inspection  Program — 
Appears  to  be  approvable,  based  upon 
proposed  regulation  and  supporting  data. 

Improvements  in  Public  Transit — 

(a)  Virginia  participation  in  the  area 
wide  addition  of  750  buses  to  current 
fleet — appears  to  be  approvable,  contin¬ 
gent  upon  clarification  of  certain  admin¬ 
istrative  details. 

(b)  Exclusive  Bus  Lanes — appears  to 
be  approvable. 

(c)  System  Improvements  (i.e.,  shel¬ 
ters.  fringe  parking,  improved  schedul¬ 
ing) — Appears  to  be  approvable. 

Increased  Terminal  Charges — 

(a)  Elimination  of  free  off-street,  em¬ 
ployee  parking  in  certain  areas — does  not 
app>ear  to  be  approvable. 

(b)  Elimination  of  on-street  long¬ 
term  parking  in  certain  areas — appears 
to  be  approvable. 

(c)  $2.00  parking  surcharge  (or  an 
equivalent  measure) — appears  to  be  ap¬ 
provable. 

Bus/Carpool  Locator  Program — Ap¬ 
pears  to  be  approvable. 

Restrictions  on  Aircraft  Ground  Oper¬ 
ations — Partial  reductions  are  allowable; 
appears  to  be  partially  approvable. 

Increased  Control  of  Stationary  Source 
Emissions — Not  approvable  at  this  time 
due  to  lack  of  adopted  regulations. 

Due  to  the  fact  that; 

a.  Full  reductions  claimed  for  aircraft 
emissions  do  not  appear  to  be  allowable, 

b.  The  plan  did  not  include  controls 
over  heavy  duty  gasoline  powered 
vehicles, 

c.  The  portion  of  the  plan  dealing  with 
elimination  of  free  off-street  employee 
parking  does  not  appear  to  be  approvable, 
and 

d.  The  controls  over  stationary  sources 
cannot  be  approved  at  this  time. 

EPA  is  proposing  the  following 
measures : 

a.  Initiation  of  commercial-type  park¬ 
ing  rates  or  reduction  by  12  percent  the 
available  spaces  at  any  federal,  state,  or 
local  government  facility  which  has  25 
or  more  parking  spaces  and  w'hich  is  lo¬ 
cated  in  a  high  density  employment  area 
which  is  well  serviced  by  public  transit. 


b.  Retrofit  by  1975  of  all  pre-1968  ve¬ 
hicles  with  a  vacuum  spark  advance  dis¬ 
connect  kit. 

c.  Retrofit  of  light  duty  1971-1975  fleet 
vehicles  (including  federal  government 
vehicles)  and  taxicabs  with  an  oxidiz¬ 
ing  catalyst  retrofit — beginning  in  mid- 
1976,  to  be  completed  by  mid-1977. 

d.  Controls  of  emissions  of  hydrocar¬ 
bons  due  to  gasoline  handling;  both  from 
the  delivery  truck  to  underground  tank 
and  from  the  pump  to  the  vehicle.  Im¬ 
plementation  begins  in  1974  and  is  fully 
completed  by  1977. 

e.  Ban  of  heavy-duty-gasoline-pow- 
ered  veliicles  (except  emergency  vehicles, 
mail  trucks,  etc.)  from  6:00  a.m.  to  9:30 
a.m.  beginning  July  1,  1974. 

Finally,  since  the  $2.00  surcharge  pro¬ 
posed  by  Virginia  is  integral  to  the  suc¬ 
cess  of  this  plan,  EPA  is  proposing  con¬ 
tingency  strategies  to  be  implemented  if 
appropriate  steps  are  not  taken  to  im¬ 
plement  the  surcharge.  These  contin¬ 
gency  measures  are : 

a.  A  ban  on  the  construction,  modifi¬ 
cation  or  enlargement  of  any  parking 
facility  without  having  first  obtained  a 
permit  from  the  Administrator, 

b.  A  phased  15  percent  reduction  in 
the  number  of  off-street  parking  spaces. 

The  Administrator  invites  comments 
on  these  and  any  other  measures  which 
may  be  used  to  achieve  the  national  am¬ 
bient  air  quality  standards  for  photo¬ 
chemical  oxidants  and  carbon  monoxide. 

Two-Year  Extension  to  Achieve 
Standards 

The  Administrator  proposes  to  give  a 
two-year  extension  for  the  attainment 
of  the  standard  in  the  Commonwealth 
of  Virginia.  To  attain  the  standards  in 
1975  would  require  stringent  restraints 
on  vehicle  miles  traveled  which  could  not 
be  considered  to  be  “reasonably  availa¬ 
ble,”  within  the  meaning  of  section  110 
(c)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  or  the  imple¬ 
mentation  of  a  widespread  catalytic  ret¬ 
rofit  program  which  could  not  be  im¬ 
plemented  due  to  technological  problems 
before  1977.  Although  some  measures 
have  not  been  proposed  here  which  have 
appeared  in  some  other  proposals,  such 
as  gasoline  limitations  and  a  selective 
vehicle  exclusion  program  involving  col¬ 
ored  tags,  the  reduction  in  vehicle  miles 
traveled  expected  from  measures  con¬ 
tained  herein  appears  to  be  substantial 
and  adequate  to  fulfill  the  requirement 
that  reasonably  available  alternative 
measures  be  employed  before  an  exten¬ 
sion  is  given  for  any  strategy.  The  plan 
proposed  herein,  along  with  the  appar¬ 
ently  approvable  measures  submitted  by 
the  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  applies 
the  reasonably  available  alternative 
means  of  control  at  the  earliest  possible 
dates.  Comment  is  invited  on  any  meas¬ 
ures  which  have  not  been  considered  and 
applied  and  which  can  be  considered  to 
be  reasonably  available. 
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CoMFaAnoN  or  Contbol  Stbatxot  Erncn  fob  thx  NAnoNAL  Capital  Intkbbtatk  Rxoion  on  Mat  31, 1977 


Carbon  Monoxide  Hydrocarbons 


Tons  per  Peak 
Period 


Percent 
of  Total 
Reduction 
Required 


Tons  per  Peak 
Period 


Percent 
M  Total 
Reduction 
Required 


Stationary  Source  Emissions  Without  Control 

Strategy . . ;.s..  j-.s.v..  ..--.-.c.gciga 

Expected  Reductions  From; 

(a)  Dry  Cleaning  Vapor  Recovery...^.=KaB 

(b)  Gasoline  Handling  Vapor  Recovery _ 

(c)  Other  Statutory  Source  Rule  Strengthen- 


Stationary  Source  Emissions  Remaining . .zzz.^ 

Mobile  Emissions  from  Highway  Light  and  Heavy 
Duty  Vehicles  without  Control  Strategy....:„^ 
Expected  Reductions  From: 

(a)  Inspection  and  Maintenance _ .z.z.z: 

(b)  V8AD  Retrofit,  pre-’68  cars . . . 

(c)  Catalytic  Retrofit  of  Fleet  LUV’s.. . .z 

(d)  Mass  Transit  Improvements . ...j 

(e)  UDV  Peak  Hour  Delivery  Ban _ _ : 

(f)  Aircraft  Model  Program . . . 

Mobile  Emissions  Remaining . . 

Total  Emissions  without  Strategy  (FMVCP 

Included) . . z 

Total  Reductions . — 

Total  Emissions  Remaining . . 


78  r.;.. 

0 

0 

0 

7U  r  -  . 

0 

0 

0 

14. 3  „r.-. 

1.1 

6.0 

8. 2 

8.7 

39.4 

498 

19.3 . 

26 

34.6 

1.5 

11.8 

3 

4.0 

0.4 

3.2 

6 

6.7 

a2 

1.6 

21 

28 

Z7 

21.2 

27 

36 

1.0 

7.9 

12 

0.8 

6.4 

416 . 

1Z7 . 

876  . 

33.6 . 

82 

109.3 

1-2.7 

iaa2 

494  . 

20.9 . 

Proposed  Controls  on  Stationary 
Sources 

The  major  stationary  sources  of  hydro¬ 
carbon  emissions,  which  have  been  iden¬ 
tified  in  the  Virginia  plan,  are  the  gas 
handling  losses  which  occur  in  the  dis¬ 
tribution  system  for  gasoline  fuel,  and 
the  emissions  losses  from  dry  cleaning 
establishments.  Since  present  regula¬ 
tions  are  inadequate  to  effect  any  sub¬ 
stantial  control  of  the  resultant  emis¬ 
sions,  from  gasoline  distribution,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Virginia  has  proposed 
regfulations  and  compliance  schedules 
which  would  reduce  gasoline  handling 
losses  by  90  percent. 

The  regulation  proposed  by  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Virginia  for  control  of 
hydrocarbon  evaporative  emissions  at 
retail  service  stations  and  fleet  owned 
stations  requires  the  installation  of  90 
percent  effective  vapor  recovery  devices 
at  stations  handling  over  50,000  gallons 
per  month  by  May  31,  1975,  and  at  sta¬ 
tions  handling  over  25,000  gallons  per 
month  by  May  31,  1977. 

It  is  estimated  that  installations  of  90 
percent  effective  vapor  recovery  devices 
on  all  these  service  stations  throughout 
the  region  will  result  in  a  total  reduction 
of  hydrocarbon  emissions  of  5.0  tons/ 
peak  period  (6-9  a.m.)  by  May  31,  1977. 

The  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  pro¬ 
posed  the  following  additional  regula¬ 
tions  for  the  control  of  hydrocarbon 
emissions  from  stationary  sources  in  the 
Northern  Virginia  portion  of  the  National 
Capital  Interstate  Region: 

(a)  Effluent  Oil  Water  Separators. 
which  recover  more  than  200  gallons  per 
day  of  any  petroleum  product,  are  re¬ 
quired  to  ^  equipped  with  vapor  recov¬ 
ery  devices  which  reduce  the  emissions 
of  all  hydrocarbon  vapors  and  gasses  into 
the  atmosphere  by  at  least  90  percent  by 
weight. 

(b)  Storage  of  Petroleum  Products,  in 
any  container  of  more  than  40,000  gallons 
capacity  is  forbidden  unless  the  con¬ 
tainer  Is  a  pressure  tank  maintaining 
working  pressures  sufficient  at  all  times 
to  prevent  hydrocarbon  vapor  or  gas  loss 


to  the  atmosphere,  or  Is  equipped  with 
a  fioating  roof  or  a  vapor  recovery 
system. 

(c)  Organic  Liquid  Loading  (Bulk 
Terminals),  shall  be  accomplished  in 
such  a  manner  that  all  displaced  vapor 
and  air  will  be  vented  out  to  a  vapor 
collection  system. 

(d)  Gasoline  Loading  (Submerged 
Fill),  into  any  stationary  tank  with  a 
capacity  of  250  gallons  or  more  is  for¬ 
bidden  unless  such  tank  is  equipped  with 
a  vapor  loss  control  device,  or  is  a  pres¬ 
sure  tank  as  described  in  section  (b). 

Since  photochemical  reactive  solvents 
are  not  used  by  any  dry  cleaning  estab¬ 
lishment  in  the  Virginia  portion  of  the 
National  Capital  Interstate  Region,  the 
hydrocarbon  emission  reduction  by  1.1 
tons  per  peak  period  is  achievable  with¬ 
out  further  specific  action  by  Virginia. 

The  foregoing  regulations  as  proposed 
by  the  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  appear 
to  be  adequate  to  achieve  the  anticipated 
reduction  in  hydrocarbon  emissions. 
However,  the  Administrator  cannot  ap¬ 
prove  these  proposed  regulations  at  this 
time,  since  40  CFR  Part  51  requires  that 
all  regulations  dealing  with  the  control 
of  emissions  from  stationary  sources  be 
adopted  at  the  time  of  submittal  of  the 
plan.  EPA  is  therefore  proposing  to  pro¬ 
mulgate  similar  regulations  which  will  be 
rescinded  upon  submission  of  equivalent 
regulations  as  adopted  by  the  Common¬ 
wealth  of  Virginia. 

Proposed  Controls  on  Mobile  Sources 
(Non-Aircraft) 

The  Commonwealth  of  Virginia,  in  its 
July  9,  1973  submission  of  additions  and 
revisions  to  the  implementation  plan, 
proposes  an  idle  mode  emission  inspec¬ 
tion  program  with  an  initial  failure  rate 
of  30  percent  in  conjunction  with  its 
eixsting  annual  safety  inspection  pro¬ 
gram.  The  proposed  timetable  for  legal 
authority  (by  July  1974) ,  initiation  of  the 
inspection  program  (by  January  1975) 
and  completion  of  the  first  cycle  (by 
June  1975)  provides  an  enforceable 
measure  for  Improving  air  quality  by 
means  of  a  10  percent  reduction  in  hy¬ 


drocarbon  emissions  from  light  duty 
vehicles  by  mid-1975.  Therefore,  the 
Administrator  feels  that  this  portion  of 
the  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  plan  is 
approvable.  Anticipated  emissions  reduc¬ 
tions  from  the  inspection/maintenance 
programs  as  proposed  throughout  the 
National  Capital  Interstate  Region,  are 
1.5  tons  per  peak  period  for  hydrocarbon 
and  26  tons  per  peak  period  for  carbon 
monoxide. 

In  order  to  comply  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  that  primary 
standards  be  achieved  as  expeditiously 
as  practicable,  the  Administrator  pro¬ 
poses  to  promulgate  a  regulation  requir¬ 
ing  that  on  or  before  January  1,  1975, 
all  pre-1968  light  duty  vehicles  be  retro¬ 
fitted  with  a  vacuum  spark  advance  dis¬ 
connect  device  which  will  reduce  hydro¬ 
carbon  emissions  from  such  vehicles  by 
25  percent.  If  implemented  throughout 
the  National  Capital  Interstate  Region, 
installation  of  these  devices  will  result 
in  a  total  reduction  of  hydrocarbon 
emissions  of  0.4  tons  per  peak  period  and 
a  total  reduction  of  carbon  monoxide 
emissions  of  3  tons  per  peak  period. 

In  order  to  attain  the  primary  air 
quality  standard  by  May  31,  1977,  addi¬ 
tional  measures  are  required  beyond 
those  proposed  by  the  Commonwealth 
of  Virginia.  Since  catalytic,  retrofit  de¬ 
vices  for  light  duty  vehicles  are  expected 
to  be  readily  available  by  1977,  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  require  installation  of  these  de¬ 
vices  on  selected  segments  of  the  light 
duty  vehicle  population.  These  segments 
include  all  1971-1975  LDV  fleet  vehicles 
(e.g.,  taxis,  GSA  vehicles,  rental  cars, 
fleet  delivery  vehicles) ,  capable  of  oper¬ 
ating  on  91  RON  gasoline. 

The  regulation  proposed  by  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  will  require  that  the  vehicles 
designated  be  equipped  with  catalytic 
retrofit  devices  by  May  31, 1977,  effecting 
a  50  percent  hydrocar^n  emission  reduc¬ 
tion  for  each  vehicle.  Exemptions  will  be 
allowed  for  all  1975  vehicles  originally 
equipped  with  the  oxidizing  catalytic 
converter  on  those  vehicles  which  are 
certified  to  meet  the  original  statutory 
federal  emission  standards  for  1975. 
Based  on  information  currently  available 
to  him,  the  Administrator  estimates 
that: 

Fleet  vehicles  account  for  6  percent  of 
total  mobile  source  emissions.  On  the 
basis  that  one-third  of  the  fleet  vehicles 
will  be  older  than  two  years  (pre-1976), 
and  catalytic  retrofits  can  reduce  auto¬ 
motive  emission  from  each  vehicle  by  50 
percent,  it  is  apparent  that  this  measure, 
when  applied  on  a  Region-wide  basis,  will 
result  in  a  hydrocarbon  emission  reduc¬ 
tion  of  0.2  tons/peak  period. 

In  the  event  that  the  measures  pro¬ 
posed  herein  prove  to  be  inadequate,  the 
Administrator  is  required  by  law  to  apply 
additional  reasonably  available  alterna¬ 
tives,  including  catalytic  retrofit  of  other 
segments  of  1968-1975  light  duty  vehicle 
population.  Canidate  segments  include 
all  light  duty  trucks,  or  passenger  vehi¬ 
cles  of  specified  model  years.  The  public 
is  urged  to  comment  on  these  or  any 
other  type  of  control  measure  that  may 
help  to  achieve  the  National  Ambient 
Air  Quality  Standards. 
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Proposed  Reductions  in  VMT 

According  to  computer  printouts  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Metropolitan  Washington 
Council  of  Governments,  the  Common¬ 
wealth  of  Virginia’s  transportation  pack¬ 
age  (including  participation  in  the  area 
wide  expansion  of  transit  by  750  buses, 
exclusive  bus/carpool  lanes,  a  carpool 
locator  service,  and  extensive  parking  re¬ 
strictions)  will  result  in  a  12  percent  re¬ 
duction  in  6-9  a.m.  VMT  and  a  corres¬ 
ponding  reduction  in  total  trips. 

The  Virginia  plan  includes  the  follow¬ 
ing  strategies  under  its  transportation 
measures; 

(1)  Participation  with  D.C.  and  Mary¬ 
land  in  an  area  wide  improved  transit 
system,  including  the  addition  of  750 
buses  to  the  current  area  fleet,  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  exclusive  bus  lanes,  bus 
shelters,  and  fringe  parking  facilities. 

(2)  Increased  terminal  cost,  including 
the  elimination  of  free  parking  and  the 
establishment  of  a  $2.00  parking  sur¬ 
charge  for  long  term  commuter  parking 
in  all  areas  adequately  served  by  mass 
transit. 

(3)  Establishment  of  a  computerized 
caiT>ool  locator  service. 

This  portion  of  the  plan  is  central  to 
the  Virginia  plan  for  reduction  cf  HC 
and  CO  emissions.  Therefore,  to  avoid 
confusion  and  expedite  comments,  a  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  elements  that  make  up  this 
portion  of  the  plan  shall  be  included. 

a.  Elimination  of  Free  Parking — The 
Commonwealth  of  Virginia  proposes  to 
have  EPA  eliminate  off-street  parking 
for  federal  employees:  once  this  has 
occurred,  the  plan  proposes  that  other 
employers  (state,  local  government  and 
private  businesses)  will  then  begin  a  pro¬ 
gram  to  eliminate  free  parking  for  their 
employees.  The  plan  also  calls  for  a  re¬ 
duction  of  available  on-street  spaces 
which  will  be  achieved  by  the  elimination 
of  street  parking  for  commuters. 

The  elimination  of  on-street  spaces 
will  initialy  be  imposed  in  the  Rosslyn 
and  Crystal  City  areas  of  Arlington 
County  and  downtown  Alexandria.  Other 
high  density  employment  areas  will  be 
analyzed  for  future  restrictions  as  bus 
service  expands.  This  program  is  sched¬ 
uled  for  implementation  in  early  1975. 

On  the  basis  of  the  information  sub¬ 
mitted  by  Virginia,  it  is  the  Administra¬ 
tor’s  opinion  that  the  portion  of  the  Vir¬ 
ginia  plan’  dealing  with  elimination  of 
on-street  parking  is  approvable. 

The  reduction  in  off-street  parking 
proposed  by  the  plan  is  conceptually  ac¬ 
ceptable;  however,  there  is  not  enough 
of  a  Arm  commitment  indicated  in  the 
plan  to  permit  approval  of  this  element 
of  the  plan  at  this  time.  Therefore,  EPA 
intends  to  propose  those  same  strategies 
which  Virginia  had  suggested  in  its  plan, 
and  thereby  provide  the  firm  commit¬ 
ment  to  implement  Virginia’s  strategy. 

As  pointed  out  in  Virginia’s  plan,  re¬ 
duction  of  emission  due  to  work  trips 
by  Federal  Government  employees  into, 
out  of,  and  within  Virginia  is  integral 
to  achieving  air  quality  goals.  'Therefore, 
EPA  feels  it  has  the  responsibility  to  aid 
Virginia  in  the  control  of  these  emis¬ 
sions.  As  a  result,  EPA  will  follow  Vir¬ 
ginia’s  suggestion  and  propose  a  federal 


regulation  which  would  effectively  reduce 
emisisons  as  a  result  of  commuter  trips 
by  federal  employees.  This  will  be  done 
by  requiring  Federal  Facilities  in  high 
density  areas  served  by  mass  transit  to 
either  eliminate  free  parking  (by  estab¬ 
lishing  commercial  type  rates)  or  to  re¬ 
duce  the  available  parking  spaces  in 
these  facilities  by  12  percent. 

Since  the  other  jurisdictions  in  the 
A(3CR  have  also  proposed  to  eliminate 
free  parking  for  employees  of  its  govern¬ 
ment  and  Virginia’s  plan  is  unclear  on 
this  point,  EPA  is  also  proposing  that 
State  and  local  government  parking  fa¬ 
cilities  which  have  25  or  more  spaces  and 
which  are  located  in  high  density  em¬ 
ployment  areas  which  are  served  by  pub¬ 
lic  transit  either  eliminate  free  parking 
or  reduce  the  available  spaces  by  12  per¬ 
cent.  It  is  EPA’s  opinion  that  since  this 
plan  is  regional  in  nature  that  this  action 
is  necessary  to  insure  that  the  reductions 
achievable  by  this  measure  do,  in  fact, 
occur. 

The  Administrator  feels  that  the  re¬ 
sult  of  this  proposal  will  be  to  induce 
employees  to  utilize  alternate  modes  of 
transportation,  such  as  buses  and  car- 
pools  and  thereby  reduce  the  VMT  in 
the  area.  It  should  be  noted  that  this 
proposal  should  result  in  a  reduction  of 
VMT  for  the  entire  National  Capital  area 
because  it  will  reduce  VMT  of  employees 
from  all  three  jurisdictions. 

It  is  the  Administrator’s  opinion  that, 
at  a  minimum,  the  Rosslyn,  Crystal  City, 
Pentagon,  and  Downtown  Alexandria 
areas,  along  with  other  areas  would,  in 
all  likelihood,  need  to  be  included  in  any 
definition  of  “high  density  employment 
area  which  is  serviced  by  mass  transit” 
for  this  strategy  to  be  effective. 

b.  $2.00  Surcharge  (or  its  equivalent) 

The  Virginia  plan  proposes  the  imposi¬ 
tion  of  a  $2.00  per  day  surcharge  (or  an 
equivalent  measure)  on  all  long  term 
parking  facilities  in  employment  areas 
which  are  adequately  served  by  mass 
transit.  Identification  of  the  areas  where 
the  surcharge  is  to  be  imposed  should 
be  made  by  Virginia  within  the  next  10 
months  upon  completion  of  studies  of  the 
matter. 

This  proposal  calls  for  the  charge  to 
be  implemented  and  enforced  by  Arling¬ 
ton  County  or  the  Northern  Virginia 
Transportation  Commission  (NVTC). 
The  Administrator  feels  that  if  imple¬ 
mented,  according  to  the  schedule  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  plan,  this  proposal  is 
approvable. 

It  is  well  documented  that  no  matter 
how  well  designed  and  operated  a  mass 
transit  system  is,  unless  there  are  disin¬ 
centives  to  the  use  of  the  private  auto¬ 
mobile,  mass  transit  shall  be  ineffective. 
Therefore,  Virginia’s  proposals  for  the 
surcharge  is  integral  to  the  success  of 
the  plan. 

The  Administrator  wants  to  make  it 
clear  that  if  for  any  reason  this  strategy 
is  not  implemented  according  to  sched¬ 
ule.  he  will  institute  equivalent  measures. 
In  order  to  avoid  any  delay  in  imple¬ 
mentation  of  such  equivalent  measures 
and  to  invite  timely  public  comment, 
the  Administrator  is  proposing  contin¬ 
gency  measures  in  the  plan  which  will 
become  effective  if  it  becomes  apparent 


that  the  surcharge  will  not  be  imple¬ 
mented.  Specifically,  a  phased  15%  re¬ 
duction  in  existing  off-street  parking 
spaces  would  be  imposed,  as  well  as  ban 
on  the  construction,  modification  or  en¬ 
largement  of  any  parking  facility  without 
first  obtaining  a  permit  from  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  or  a  specified  local  Agency. 
Public  comments  are  solicited  on  these 
contingency  proposals. 

c.  Mass  Transit  Improvements 

The  development  of  an  effective  mass 
transit  system  is  essential  to  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  an  effective  transportation 
control  strategy.  If  this  control  plan  is 
to  be  successful,  a  sufficient  number  of 
buses  with  convenient  service  and  ade¬ 
quate  schedules  must  be  provided.  The 
improvement  in  the  transit  system  is  an 
area  wide  measure  in  which  Virginia  will 
participate  with  District  of  Columbia 
and  State  of  Maryland. 

The  Virginia  plan  proposes  that  NVTC, 
which  represents  the  local  govern¬ 
ments  in  Northern  Virginia  in  public 
transportation  matters,  shall  take  all  pos¬ 
sible  measures  to  assure  that  the  area 
wide  transit  system’s  current  fleet  size 
is  increased  by  750  buses  and  that  service 
and  convenience  for  commuters  is  im¬ 
proved.  Included  in  this  proposal  are 
provisions  for  installing  bus  shelters, 
providing  expanded  fringe  parking,  addi¬ 
tional  public  information  and  improved 
scheduUng.  In  addition.  Virginia  plans  to 
institute  a  number  of  exclusive  bus  lanes 
on  major  highway  corridors  in  the  area. 
The  local  jurisdictions  in  conjunction 
with  NVTC  have  allocated  funds  to  pro¬ 
vide  subsidies  to  support  a  lowering  and 
equahzation  of  transit  fares  throughout 
Northern  Virginia.  All  of  these  measures 
are  meant  to  provide  the  increased  mass 
transit  service  which  will  be  necessary  if 
air  quality  standards  are  to  be  achieved. 

Based  on  the  information  contained 
in  the  documents  submitted  by  Virginia, 
the  Administrator  believes  that  the  pro¬ 
posals  for  increased  mass  transit  are  ap¬ 
provable,  on  the  condition  that  certain 
administrative  details  are  provided  to 
him  by  the  Commonwealth.  Specifically, 
the  arrangements  or  agreements  which 
will  trigger  the  expansion  of  the  fleet 
should  be  clarified,  since  it  is  necessary 
for  EPA  to  determine  what  actions  are 
necessary  to  bring  about  any 'additional 
purchases  of  buses.  Also  a  clarification 
on  the  schedule  showing  the  projected 
incremental  increases  in  fleet  size  should 
be  provided. 

d.  Bus/Carpool  Locator  System 

The  Virginia  plan  recognizes  the  need 

for  more  efficient  utilization  of  current 
automobile  usage.  Thus,  the  plan  pro¬ 
poses  a  voluntary  bus/carpool  locator 
matching  service.  This  system  will  at¬ 
tempt  to  assemble  lists  of  commuters 
with  similar  work  schedules  and  home, 
work  locations,  and  will  be  phased  in 
starting  with  a  pilot  project  during  1973. 
P\ill  operation  of  the  system  is  sched¬ 
uled  for  April  1974.  The  Administrator 
feels  that  this  measure  is  approvable, 
and  encourages  residents  of  the  National 
Capital  area  to  take  advantage  of  this 
service. 

Along  with  the  benefits  accruing  to 
this  system  in  terms  of  a  potential  de¬ 
crease  of  vehicle  miles  traveled,  this 
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system  also  has  the  advantages  of  fuel 
conservation  and  it  will  mitigate  the  im¬ 
pact  of  disincentives  to  private  auto  use 
(i.e.,  the  surcharge  and  elimination  of 
free  employee  parking). 

e.  Heavy  Duty  Vehicle  Restraints 

In  addition  to  the  transportation 
measures  described  above,  the  Virginia 
plan  discusses  the  problem  of  heavy-duty 
gasoline-powered  vehicle  emissions.  The 
plan  does  not  propose  any  measures  to 
control  these  emissions;  however,  the 
plan  discusses  the  possibility  of  either 
a  heavy-duty  vehicle  ban  between  6-9 
a.m.  or  an  emissions  control  retrofit  pro¬ 
gram  for  Heavy  Duty  Trucks.  The  dis¬ 
cussions  indicate  the  need  to  achieve  a 
50  percent  reduction  in  emissions  from 
such  vehicles  to  meet  the  standards  by 
1977.  Such  a  strategy  would  be  comple¬ 
mentary  to  the  approvable  heavy  duty 
emission  control  measures  included  in 
the  District  of  Coliunbia  plan  and  the 
concepts  discussed  in  the  Maryland  plan. 

Since  the  Virginia  plan  does  not  actu¬ 
ally  propose  any  heavy  duty  truck  meas¬ 
ures,  the  Administrator  must  propose  a 
regulation  which  will  achieve  the  re¬ 
quired  reductions.  Therefore,  EPA  iS 
proposing  a  delivery  ban  on  heavy  duty 
gasoline-powered  vehicles  which  will  be 
effective  during  the  peak  traffic  period 
(6:00  a.m.-9:30  a.m.).  The  ban  will  take 
effect  July  1,  1974.  The  Administrator 
recognizes  that  the  District  of  Columbia 
will  impose  this  ban  on  January  1,  1974; 
however,  in  order  to  allow  Virginia  ade¬ 
quate  time  to  adopt  regulations  and  plan 
for  implementation  of  this  ban,  the 
additional  implementation  time  is 
warranted. 

EPA  has  not  proposed  the  heavy  duty 
vehicle  retrofit  strategy  discussed  by  the 
state  of  Virginia.  Though  a  heavy  duty 
retrofit  strategy  was  proposed  by  the 
State  of  New  York  and  approved  by 
EPA,  the  uncertainties  in  its  implemen¬ 
tation  date  are  such  that  EPA  does  not 
feel  justified  in  proposing  its  establish¬ 
ment  as  a  Federal  Program.  If  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Virginia  wishes  to  propose 
a  heavy  duty  strategy  as  a  state  program 
in  a  manner  similar  to  New  York’s,  then 
it  may  well  be  approved  provided  it  is 
consistent  with  the  New  York  Program. 

It  is  recommended  that  if  the  Virginia 
Air  Resources  Board  is  considering  for 
its  plan  a  measure  that  requires  the 
retrofit  of  heavy  duty  vehicles,  it  should 
actively  work  with  the  New  York  City 
Bureau  of  Motor  Vehicle  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  which  has  already  made  much  prog¬ 
ress  in  this  area.  For  the  approach  to  be 
approvable,  Virginia  must  provide  writ¬ 
ten  commitments  that  appropriate  ar¬ 
rangements  will  be  made  with  the  state 
of  New  York.  'This  will  provide  a  greater 
assurance  that  an  acceptable  device  will 
be  available  in  the  Virginia  portion  of 
the  National  Capital  Interstate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region.  However,  even 
if  Virginia  were  to  adopt  this  strategy 
in  conjunction  with  New  York,  reduc¬ 
tions  could  not  be  achieved  until  1977. 

The  Clean  Air  Act  dictates  that  the 
Administrator  must  apply  reasonably 
available  Interim  strategies.  The  Ad¬ 
ministrator  feels  that  reductions  In 
emissions  from  this  type  of  vehicle  are 


possible  through  Imposition  of  restraints 
in  use  of  this  type  of  vehicle. 

Aircraft  Emission  Reductions 

Aircraft  emissions,  as  they  affect  ambi¬ 
ent  air  quality,  occur  during  approach, 
landing,  taxi,  idle,  takeoff,  and  climbout. 
Heaviest  emissions  occur  during  taxi  and 
idle  when  aircraft  engines  are  operated 
at  greatly  reduced  power. 

The  Virginia  Transportation  Control 
Plan  asserts  that  control  of  these  emis¬ 
sions  through  modified  groimd  opera¬ 
tions  at  Dulles  and  Washington  National 
Airports  can  result  in  a  significant  hydro¬ 
carbon,  and  carbon  monoxide  emission 
reduction  in  the  National  Capital  Region, 
Virginia  contends  that  a  50  percent  re¬ 
duction  in  hydrocarbon  and  carbon  mon¬ 
oxide  emissions  can  be  achieved  though 
the  implementation  of  such  ground 
controls  at  the  two  northern  Virginia  air¬ 
ports.  Such  a  reduction  would  represent 
a  1.7  ton  reduction  in  the  area’s  hydro¬ 
carbon  emissions  and  28  ton  reduction 
in  the  area’s  carbon  monoxide  emissions. 
Virginia  assumes  the  required  measures 
will  be  fully  implement^  by  EPA  and 
FAA  during  the  next  four  years  and  takes 
full  credit  for  the  potential  emissions  re¬ 
ductions  which  they  believe  could  result 
from  these  measures. 

The  assumed  reduction  in  hydrocar¬ 
bon  emissions  is  necessary  for  the  plan  to 
demonstrate  achievement  of  the  oxidant 
standards;  the  claimed  carbon  monoxide 
reductions  are  not  needed  for  attain¬ 
ment  of  the  standards. 

EPA  has  published  an  Advance  Notice 
of  Proposed  Rulemaking  for  aircraft 
ground  controls  but  has  not  yet  proposed 
regulations  for  such  controls.  The 
Agency,  however,  is  currently  funding  a 
demonstration  project  with  FAA  to  de¬ 
termine  if  safety  hazards  would  accom¬ 
pany  modified  ground  operations.  If  the 
demonstration  is  successful,  EPA  will 
propose  and  promulgate  regulations  for 
the  implementation  of  groimd  operations 
deemed  free  of  safety  hazards. 

The  Agency  currently  believes  that  cer¬ 
tain  ground  and  taxi  operations  included 
in  the  demonstration  can  be  conserva¬ 
tively  assumed  to  be  safe  and  acceptable. 
EPA  calculations  indicate  that  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  these  measures  could  result  in 
a  24  percent  reduction  in  hydrocarbons 
at  National  Airport  and  a  30  percent  re¬ 
duction  in  hydrocarbons  at  Dulles  Airport 
(vice  50  percent  reduction  proposed  by 
Virginia) .  In  light  of  EPA’s  intention  to 
work  jointly  with  FAA  to  promulgate  and 
implement  ground  operations  deemed 
safe  and  acceptable  prior  to  1977,  the 
Agency  believes  it  is  reasonable  to  allow 
Virginia  to  accept  credit  for  emission 
reductions  which  will  result  from  con¬ 
trolling  the  ground  operations  conserva¬ 
tively  felt  at  this  time  to  be  safe  and 
acceptable.  The  percent  emissions  reduc¬ 
tions  indicated  above  which  would  result 
from  these  measures  would  provide  ap¬ 
proximately  a  0.8  tons  reduction  in 
hydrocarbons  for  the  National  Capital 
Region.  Accordingly,  the  Agency  will  ac¬ 
cept  0.8  tons  of  the  claimed  1.7  tons  re¬ 
duction  as  being  an  approvable  portion 
of  the  plan  based  on  the  expected  imple¬ 
mentation  of  ground  operation  regula¬ 
tions. 


Economic  and  Social  Impact 

The  social  and  ecimomic  consequences 
of  the  measures  included  in  the  Virginia 
plan  or  proposed  herein  are  considered 
reasonable.  For  example,  the  inspection 
and  maintenance  procedures  will  require 
expenses  of  approximately  $10  annually 
for  the  average  vehicle  inspected.  The 
implementation  of  the  VSAD  retrofit 
program  of  pre-1968  vehicles  will  require 
that  individual  motorists  pay  approxi¬ 
mately  $20  installation  costs.  Though  the 
price  to  the  fleet  vehicle  owner  for  the 
catalytic  retrofit  is  $135  per  vehicle,  this 
cost  could  gradually  be  reclaimed 
through  slightly  higher  service  or  use 
fees  for  the  fleet  vehicles  controlled.  In 
addition,  such  expenditure  can  be  de¬ 
ducted  from  income  tax  as  a  business  ex¬ 
pense,  and  therefore  part  of  the  cost  will 
be  absorbed  by  the  government.  Com¬ 
pensation  for  the  expenditures  associated 
with  the  modifications  required  by  the 
gasoline  handling  regulations  could 
similarly  be  gained  through  slight  in¬ 
crease  in  the  fees  for  station  services  or 
fuel  prices.  This  also  could  be  deducted 
as  a  business  expense  from  the  income 
tax.  Distributed  costs  of  the  various  mass 
transportation  improvement  measures,  as 
well  as  the  Incentives  for  the  use  of  ex¬ 
press  buses  and  carpools  and  disincen¬ 
tives  on  the  use  of  automobiles  by  indi¬ 
vidual  motorist-commuters,  are  also 
considered  reasonable. 

The  measures  providing  transportation 
improvements  are  expected  to  benefit  the 
public  from  the  standpoint  of  improved 
traffic  flow  for  commuters,  general  urban 
mobility,  and  energy  consumption.  The 
resulting  VMT  reductions  may  also  have 
some  impact  on  the  sprawling  develop¬ 
ment  patterns  fostered  by  widespread 
automobile  use  which  are  unduly  waste¬ 
ful  of  energy,  land  and  other  resources 
and  have  contributed  to  the  decay  of 
urban  centers. 

Public  Comments  Solicited 

Although  the  Administrator  has  con¬ 
cluded  that  the  proposed  plan  is  the  best 
approach  avaflable  to  him  at  the  present 
time  for  achieving  compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  the  Act,  further  analysis 
may  demonstrate  that  more  appropriate 
options  are  available.  He  therefore  de¬ 
sires  to  obtain  the  comments  and  sug¬ 
gestions  of  the  public  on  the  problems  of 
achieving  the  ambient  air  quality  stand¬ 
ards  in  the  Virginia  portion  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  Interstate  Air  Quality 
Control  Region.  Comments  are  E>articu- 
larly  invited  pertaining  to  measures  that 
may  be  taken  by  Federal,  State,  or  local 
authorities  to  support  or  supplement  the 
proposed  air  pollution  control  strategy, 
to  implement  these  measures,  and  to 
compare  social  and  economic  effects  of 
alternative  pollution  control  measures. 

Public  hearings  will  be  held  at  the 
Holiday  Inn,  Jefferson  Plaza,  1489  Jeffer¬ 
son  Davis  Highway,  Arlington,  Virginia, 
on  September  4,  1973,  beginning  at  9:00 
a.m.  Notice  of  the  hearing  on  these  regu¬ 
lations  (including  designation  of  loca¬ 
tions  for  inspection  and  distribution  of 
EPA  proposals)  is  being  published  in  the 
Virginia  portion  of  the  Natiixial  Capital 
Interstate  Air  Quality  Control  Region. 
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The  Administrator’s  final  promulga¬ 
tion  of  transportation  controls  for  the 
Virginia  porticai  of  the  National  Capital 
Interstate  Region  will  consider  the  com¬ 
ments  and  testimony  he  receives,  as  well 
as  any  additional  approvable  strategies 
submitted  by  the  Commonwealth  as  part 
of  the  Commonwealth  plan  before  or  at 
the  hearing.  These  influences,  and  the 
additional  analysis  of  alternative  strate¬ 
gies  that  can  be  made  in  the  time  between 
this  proposal  and  final  promulgation, 
may  lead  the  Administrator  to  adopt  final 
regulations  that  differ  in  important  ways 
frtnn  this  proposal. 

Submittal  of  Written  Comments 

Interested  persons  may  participate  in 
this  rulemaking  by  submitting  written 
comments,  preferably  in  triplicate,  to 
EPA  ATTN:  Mobile  Source  Enforcement 
Division,  401  M  Street,  SW.,  Washing¬ 
ton.  D  C.  20460.  All  relevant  comments 
received  no  later  than  September  4,  1973 
will  be  considered.  Receipt  of  comments 
will  be  acknowledged  but  substantive  re¬ 
sponses  to  individual  comments  will  not 
be  provided.  Comments  received  will  be 
available  for  public  inspection  during 
normal  business  hours  at  the  Office  of 
Public  Affairs.  EPA.  401  M  Street,  SW., 
Washington,  D.C.  20460.  This  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking  is  issued  under  the 
authority  of  section  110(c)  and  301(a) 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1857  et 
seq). 

EPA  Studies  and  Guidelines 

F\irther  information  on  transportation 
control,  land  use,  and  motor  vehicle  emis¬ 
sions  may  be  obtained  from  one  or  more 
of  the  following  documents  which  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  has 
published: 

a.  “Prediction  of  the  Effects  of  Trans¬ 
portation  Controls  on  Air  Quality  in  Ma¬ 
jor  Metropolitan  Areas’’  and  “Evaluating 
Controls  to  Reduce  Motor  Vehicle  Emis¬ 
sions  in  Major  Metropolitan  Areas.”  No¬ 
vember  1972.  Both  of  these  documents 
are  generally  known  as  the  “Six  Cities 
Study.” 

b.  “Transportation  Controls  to  Reduce 
Motor  Vehicle  Emissions  in  Major  Metro¬ 
politan  Areas,”  December  1972.  This  doc¬ 
ument  is  a  summary  of  a  study  of  14 
cities  conducted  with  the  view  of  recom¬ 
mending  specific  transportation  control 
strategies.  (Separate  reports  for  each  of 
the  14  cities  are  also  available.) 

Note:  The  documents  listed  in  a  and  b 
above  are  available  from  the  Air  Pollution 
Technical  Information  Center,  EPA,  Research 
Triangle  Park,  North  Carolina  27711. 

c.  “Control  Strategies  for  In-Use  Ve¬ 
hicles,”  November  1972.  This  report  is 
available  from  EPA,  Mobile  Source  Pol¬ 
lution  Control  Programs,  401  M  Street, 
SW.,  Washington,  D.C.  20460. 

d.  “Transportation  Control  Measures.” 
Federal  Register  (38  FR  15194)  June  8, 
1973. 

e.  “Aircraft  and  Aircraft  Engines,” 
Federal  Register  (37  FR  26488)  Decem¬ 
ber  12, 1972. 

f.  “Aircraft  Emissions:  Impact  on  Air 
Quality  and  Feasibility  of  Control.”  This 
report  presents  the  available  information 
on  the  present  and  predicted  nature  and 


extent  of  air  pollution  related  to  aircraft 
operations  in  the  United  States.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  it  presents  an  investigation  of  the 
present  and  future  technological  feasi¬ 
bility  of  controlling  such  emissions. 

(42  U.S.C.  1857  et  seq.) 

Dated:  July  24. 1973. 

Robert  W.  Fri, 
Acting  Administrator. 

It  is  proposed  to  amend  Part  52  of 
Chapter  I  of  Title  40  of  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  by  adding  the 
follow'ing: 

§  52.2435  Kedurlion  of  eniployee  park¬ 
ing. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  Governmental  Entity — means  a 
federal,  state  or  local  department, 
agency  bureau,  board,  office,  commission, 
district,  or  unit  or  any  other  type  (ex¬ 
cluding  foreign  embassies)  which  em¬ 
ploys  personnel  paid  wholly  with  public 
funds. 

(2)  Commercial  Parking  Rate — 
means  the  average  rate  charged  by  com¬ 
mercial  parking  facilities  (excluding  on¬ 
street  parking  meters)  on  a  monthly 
basis  within  a  1  mile  radius  of  a  facility 
or  installation  covered  by  this  section. 

(3)  Served  by  Public  Transit — means 
that  such  transit  is  available  during 
working  hours  within  a  reasonable  walk¬ 
ing  distance  of  the  employee’s  place  of 
employment,  even  though  such  transit 
may  not  serve  the  area  of  the  employee’s 
residence. 

(4)  State  Agency  means  Common¬ 
wealth  of  Virginia,  State  Air  Pollution 
Control  Board. 

(b)  This  section  shall  be  applicable  in 
the  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  portion 
of  the  National  Capital  Interstate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region. 

(c) (1)  All  facilities  or  installations 
owned,  operated  or  leased  by  the  federal 
government  which  control,  operate  or 
lease  a  parking  faciUty  containing  25  or 
more  spaces,  shall  by  January  1,  1974, 
report  to  the  Administrator  the  number 
of  parking  spaces  in  each  such  facility 
as  of  October  15,  1973.  This  number  shall 
not  include  residential  (including  bar¬ 
racks)  parking  spaces  contained  in  or 
on  the  facility  or  installation. 

(2)  ’The  chief  administrative  officer  of 
all  facilities  or  installations  subject  to 
paragraph  (c)  (1)  of  this  section,  shall 
by  April  1,  1974,  submit  to  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  a  detailed  report  specifying  the 
level  of  public  transit  service  to  the  fa¬ 
cility  and  also  the  parking  space  utili¬ 
zation  at  the  facilities  or  installations 
under  his  or  her  control  at  that  time. 
This  report  shall  include  but  is  not 
limited  to: 

(i)  All  public  transit  lines  which  have 
stops  within  one-half  mile  of  any  such 
installation  or  facility. 

(li)  The  practicality  of  the  operation 
of  shuttle  service  from  presently  well 
serviced  locations  such  as  (Rosslyn, 
Crystal  City)  to  the  facility  or  installa¬ 
tion  during  morning  and  afternoon  peak 
hours. 

(iii)  A  summary  of  the  existing  park¬ 
ing  situation  at  the  facility  including: 

(a)  Average  vehicle  occupancy  cal¬ 


culated  from  a  visual  survey  of  vehicles 
entering  and  leaving  the  facility  over  a 
full  week’s  time. 

(b)  The  percentage  of  vehicles  with 
one,  two,  three  and  four  occupants. 

(c)  The  total  number  of  vehicles  using 
the  facility  daily.  Should  the  report  state 
that  the  facility  or  installation  is  not 
presently  served  by  public  transit,  this 
report  shall  be  reexamined,  updated,  and 
submitted  annually  not  later  than  April  1 
of  each  successive  year, 

(d) (1)  All  facilities  or  installations 
owned,  operated,  or  leased  by  state  and 
local  governments  which  control,  oper¬ 
ate  or  lease  a  parking  facility  contain¬ 
ing  25  or  more  spaces,  shall  by  January  1, 
1974,  report  to  the  State  Agency  the 
number  of  parking  spaces  in  each  such 
facility  as  of  October  15,  1973,  This 
number  shall  not  include  residential 
parking  spaces  contained  in  or  on  the 
facility  or  installation  or  publicly  owned 
commercial  type  parking  facilities. 

(2)  The  chief  administrative  officer  of 
all  facilities  or  installations,  subject  to 
paragraph  (d)(1)  of  this  section,  shall 
by  April  1,  1974,  submit  to  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Virginia,  State  Air  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Board,  a  detailed  report 
specifying  whether  the  facilities  or  in¬ 
stallations  under  his  or  her  control  are 
served  by  public  transit  at  that  time.  This 
report  shall  include,  but  is  not  limited  to: 

(i)  All  public  transit  lines  which  have 
stops  within  one-half  mile  of  any  such 
installation  or  facility. 

(ii)  The  practicality  of  the  operation 
of  shuttle  service  from  presently  well 
serviced  locations  such  as  Rosslyn,  Crys¬ 
tal  City  to  the  facility  or  installation 
during  morning  and  afternoon  peak 
hours. 

(iii)  A  summary  of  the  existing  park¬ 
ing  situation  at  the  facility  including: 

(a)  average  vehicle  occupancy  calcu¬ 
lated  from  a  visual  survey  of  vehicles 
entering  and  leaving  the  facility  over  a 
full  week’s  time. 

(b)  The  percentage  of  vehicles  with 
one,  two,  three  and  four  occupants. 

(c)  The  total  number  of  vehicles  us¬ 
ing  the  facility  daily. 

Should  the  report  state  that  the  fa¬ 
cility  or  installation  is  not  presently 
served  by  public  transit,  this  report  shall 
be  reexamined,  updated  and  submitted 
annually,  not  later  than  April  1  of  each 
successive  year. 

(e)  Each  governmental  entity  sub¬ 
ject  to  paragraphs  (c)  (1)  and  (d)  (1)  of 
this  section  and  which  in  the  opinion  of 
the  Administrator  or  State  Agency  is 
served  by  public  transit  shall  comply 
with  either  subparagraphs  (1)  or  (2)  of 
this  paragraph.  This  governmental  entity 
shall  either: 

(1)  Adopt  a  plan  whereby  a  charge 
equivalent  to  commercial  parking  rates 
will  be  imposed  for  parking  at  any  such 
parking  facility  owned,  operated  or 
leased  by  the  governmental  entity.  In 
no  case  shall  the  charge  be  less  than 
$20.00  per  space  month.  Any  funds  col¬ 
lected  by  any  governmental  entity  imder 
this  subparagraph  may  be  used  for  any 
legitimate  governmental  purpose,  pro¬ 
vided,  however.  That  no  such  funds  shall 
be  used  to  subsidize  directly  or  indirectly 
employee  parkng;  or 
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(2)  Adopt  a  plan  to  reduce  the  number 
of  parking  spaces  in  each  such  facility 
from  the  number  in  existence  on  Octo¬ 
ber  15.  1973,  according  to  the  following: 

(i)  By  November  30,  1974,  a  reduction 
of  4  percent; 

(ii)  By  February  28,  1975,  a  reduction 
of  8  percent; 

(iii)  By  May  31, 1975,  a  reduction  of  12 
percent. 

(f) (1)  Each  entity  of  the  Federal 
government  subject  to  paragraph 
(e)  of  this  section  shall  submit  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  no  later  than  June  30,  1974, 
a  detailed  compliance  schedule  showing 
steps  it  will  take  to  achieve  either  the 
required  reduction  of  spaces,  or  the  initi¬ 
ation  of  commercial  parking  rates.  In  the 
case  of  a  reduction  of  spaces,  the  sched¬ 
ule  shall  include  provisions  for  marking 
those  spaces  to  be  eliminated  in  a  man¬ 
ner  obvious  to  members  of  the  public 
(painting  over,  roping  off,  etc.).  In  the 
case  of  the  initiation  of  commercial 
parking  rates  the  schedule  shall  include : 

(1)  A  date  for  the  initial  Imposition  of 
the  charge.  Such  date  shall  be  no  later 
than  January  1, 1975. 

(ii)  The  amount  to  be  charged  per 
space  per  month. 

(ii)  Any  exceptions  to  the  charge  (e.g., 
handicapped  personnel,  certain  high  level 
officials  of  the  governmental  entity) ,  In¬ 
cluding  dociunentation  of  the  need  and 
rationale  for  such  exceptions. 

(iv)  Provisions  for  annual  reevalua¬ 
tion  of  the  amount  charged  per  space  per 
month  based  upon  any  changes  in  com¬ 
mercial  parking  rates. 

(2)  Each  entity  of  a  State  or  local  gov¬ 
ernment  subject  to  paragraph  (e)  of  this 
section  shall  submit  to  the  State  Agency 
no  later  than  June  30,  1974,  a  detailed 
compliance  schedule  showing  steps  it 
will  take  to  achieve  either  the  required 
reduction  of  spaces  or  the  initiation  of 
commercial  parking  rates. 

In  the  case  of  a  reduction  of  spaces, 
the  schedule  shall  include  provisions  for 
marking  those  spaces  to  be  eliminated  in 
a  manner  obvious  to  members  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  (painting  over,  roping  off,  etc.).  In 
the  case  of  the  initiation  of  commercial 
parking  rates,  the  schedule  shall  include : 

(i)  A  date  for  the  initial  imposition  of 
the  charge.  Such  date  shall  be  no  later 
than  January  1,  1975. 

(ii)  The  amount  to  be  charged  per 
sp8ice  per  month. 

(iii)  Any  exceptions  to  the  charge  (e.g., 
handicapped  personnel,  certain  high  level 
officials  of  the  governmental  entity) ,  in¬ 
cluding  documentation  of  the  need  and 
rationale  for  such  exceptions. 

(iv)  Provisions  for  annual  reevalua¬ 
tion  of  the  amoimt  charged  per  space  per 
month  based  upon  any  changes  in  com¬ 
mercial  parking  rates. 

(g)  Failure  to  submit  any  report  oi 
compliance  schedule  as  required  by  this 
section  shall  render  the  person  so  fail¬ 
ing  to  comply  in  violation  of  an  applica¬ 
ble  implementation  plan  and  subject  to 
enforcement  action  under  section  113  of 
the  Clean  Air  Act.  Any  governmental 
entity  which  either  allows  vehicles  to  be 
parked  in  excess  of  the  number  allowable, 
or  which  fails  to  collect  commercial  park¬ 
ing  charges  shall  likewise  be  in  violation 
and  subject  to  enforcement. 


§  52.2436  Vacuum  spark  advance  dis¬ 
connect. 

(a)  For  purposes  of  this  section, 
“vacuum  spark  advance  disconnect” 
means  a  device  or  system  installed  on  the 
vehicle  which  prevents  the  ignition 
vacuum  advance  from  operating  either 
when  the  vehicle’s  transmission  is  in  the 
lower  gears  or  when  the  vehicle  is  travel¬ 
ing  below  a  predetermined  speed. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Commonwealth  of  Virginia  portion  of  the 
National  Capital  Interstate  Air  Quality 
Control  Region. 

(c)  On  or  before  Jarfuary  1,  1975,  all 
gasoline-powered  light  duty  vehicles  of 
model  year  prior  to  1968  and  subject  im- 
der  presently  existing  legal  requirements 
to  registration  in  the  area  described  in 
paragraph  (b)  of  this  section  shall  be 
equipped  with  an  appropriate  vacuum 
spark  advance  disconnect  device. 

(d)  The  Commonwealth  of  Virginia 
shall  submit,  no  later  than  January  1, 
1974,  a  detailed  compliance  schedule 
showing  the  steps  it  will  take  to  imple¬ 
ment  and  enforce  this  requirement.  Such 
schedule  shall  include,  as  a  minimum, 
the  following: 

(1)  A  date  by  which  the  Common¬ 
wealth  of  Virginia  will  evaluate  and  ap¬ 
prove  devices  for  use  in  this  program. 
Such  date  shall  be  no  later  than  March  1, 
1974. 

(2)  A  date  by  which  installation  of  this 
equipment  shall  commence.  Such  date 
shall  be  no  later  than  Jxme  1,  1974. 

(3)  A  date  by  which  all  vehicles  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  section  will  be  equipped  with 
such  devices.  Such  date  shall  be  no  later 
than  January  1, 1975. 

(4)  Designation  of  any  agency  or 
agencies  responsible  for  evaluating  and 
approving  such  devices  for  use  on  ve¬ 
hicles  subject  to  this  section. 

(5)  Designation  of  an  agency  or 
agencies  responsible  for  ensuring  that 
the  prohibitions  of  paragraph  (e)  (2)  of 
this  section  shall  be  enforced. 

(6)  Method  and  proposed  procedures 
for  ensuring  that  those  persons  install¬ 
ing  the  devices  have  the  training  and 
ability  to  perform  the  needed  tasks  sat¬ 
isfactorily  and  that  an  adequate  supply 
of  devices  will  be  available. 

(7)  Provision  (apart  from  the  require¬ 
ments  of  any  program  for  periodic  in¬ 
spection  and  maintenance  of  vehicles 
generally)  for  emission  testing  at  the 
time  of  device  installation  or  some  other 
positive  assurance  that  the  device  is  in¬ 
stalled  and  operating  correctly. 

(e)  After  January  1,  1975,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  shall  apply  within  the  Common¬ 
wealth  of  Virginia  portion  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  Interstate  Air  Quality 
Control  Region. 

(1)  The  Commonwealth  of  Virginia 
shall  not  register  a  vehicle  subject  to 
this  paragraph  which  is  not  equipped 
in  accordance  with  paragraph  (c)  of 
this  section. 

(2)  No  owner  of  a  light  duty  vehicle 
subject  to  this  paragraph  shall  operate 
or  allow  the  operation  of  any  such  ve¬ 
hicle  that  is  not  equipped  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section. 

(f )  The  failure  of  any  person  to  com¬ 
ply  with  any  provision  of  this  section 


shall  render  such  person  in  violation  of 
a  requirement  of  an  applicable  imple¬ 
mentation  plan,  and  subject  to  enforce¬ 
ment  action  imder  section  113  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act.  As  to  compliance  sched¬ 
ules,  the  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  will 
be  considered  to  have  failed  to  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  this  regula¬ 
tion  if  it  fails  to  submit  on  a  timely 
basis  the  required  compliance  schedule, 
and  or  if  the  compliance  schedule  when 
submitted  does  not  contain  in  satis¬ 
factory  form  each  of  the  elements  it  is 
required  to  contain. 

§  52.2437  Oxidizing  catuly«t  retrofit. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Oxidizing  catalyst”  means  a  de¬ 
vice  installed  in  the  exhaust  system  of 
the  vehicle  that  utilizes  a  catalyst  and. 
if  necessary,  an  air  pump  to  reduce 
emissions  of  hydrocarbon  and  carbon 
monoxide  from  that  vehicle. 

(2)  Fleet  vehicle  means  any  of  5  or 
more  light  duty  vehicles  operated  by  the 
same  person (s) ,  business,  or  governmen¬ 
tal  entity  and  used  principally  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  same  or  related  occu¬ 
pations  or  uses.  This  definition  shall  also 
include  any  taxicab  (or  other  light 
duty  gasoline-powered  vehicle-for-hire) 
owned  by  any  individual  or  business. 

(3)  Governmental  entity  means  any 
agency  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Federal  government,  or  a  state  or  local 
department,  agency,  bureau,  board,  office, 
commission,  district,  or  unit  of  any  other 
type  (excluding  foreign  embassies) 
which  employs  personnel  paid  wholly 
with  public  funds. 

(4)  All  other  items  used  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  which  are  defined  in  40  CFR  Part 
51,  Appendix  N,  are  used  herein  with 
the  meanings  so  defined. 

(b) (1)  This  section  is  applicable  in 
the  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  portion 
of  the  National  Capital  Interstate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region. 

(2)  Classes  of  Vehicles  Covered. 

(i)  Light  duty  fleet  vehicles  of  model 
year  1971  through  1975,  not  already 
equipped  with  catalysts,  or  certified  to 
meet  original  1975  statutory  light  duty 
vehicle  emission  standards. 

(c)  The  Commonwealth  of  Virginia 
shall  establish  a  retrofit  program  to  in¬ 
sure  that  or  before  May  31,  1977,  classes 
of  gasoline-powered  light  duty  vehicles  as 
specified  in  paragraph  (b)(2)  of  this 
section,  which  are  subject  under  pres¬ 
ently  existing  legal  requirements  to  reg¬ 
istration  in  the  area  defined  in  para¬ 
graph  (b)  of  this  section  above  and  are 
used  on  the  streets  and  highways,  of  the 
Commonwealth,  are  equipped  with  an 
appropriate  oxidizing  catalyst  retrofit 
device.  No  later  than  March  1,  1974,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Virginia  shall  submit 
legally  adopted  regulations  to  EPA  estab¬ 
lishing  such  a  program.  The  regulations 
shall  include: 

(1)  Designation  of  an  agency  respon¬ 
sible  for  evaluating  and  approving  such 
devices  for  use  on  motor  vehicles  subject 
to  this  section. 

(2)  Designation  of  an  agency  respon¬ 
sible  for  ensuring  that  the  provisions  of 
paragraph  (c)(3)  of  this  section  are 
enforced. 
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(3)  A  provision  that  starting  no  later 
than  May  31,  1976,  the  Commonwealth 
of  Virginia  shall  commence  retrofitting 
oxidizing  catalysts  to  those  light  duty 
motor  vehicles  able  to  operate  properly 
on  unleaded  91  RON  gasoline.  The  in¬ 
stallation  shall  be  completed  by  May  31, 
1977. 

(4)  A  method  and  proposed  procedure 
for  ensuring  that  those  installing  the 
retrofits  have  the  training  and  ability  to 
perform  the  needed  tasks  satisfactorily 
and  that  they  will  have  an  adequate 
supply  of  retrofit  components. 

(d)  After  May  31,  1977,  the  Common¬ 
wealth  shall  not  register  or  allow  to 
operate  on  public  streets  or  highways 
any  light  duty  gasoline-powered  vehicle 
specified  in  paragraph  <b)(2)  of  this 
section  which  does  not  comply  with  the 
applicable  standards  and  procedures 
adopted  pursuant  to  paragraph  (c)  of 
this  section. 

(e)  After  May  31,  1977,  no  owner  of  a 
vehicle  subject  to  this  section  shall  oper¬ 
ate  or  allow  the  operation  of  any  such 
vehicles  which  does  not  comply  with  the 
applicable  standards  and  procedures  im¬ 
plementing  this  section. 

(f)  The  Commonwealth  of  Virginia 
shall  submit,  no  later  than  October  1, 
1973,  a  detailed  compliance  schedule 
showing  the  steps  it  will  take  to  estab¬ 
lish  and  enforce  a  retrofit  program  pur¬ 
suant  to  paragraph  (c)  of  tiiis  section, 
and  the  text  of  needed  statutory  pro¬ 
posals  and  needed  regulations  which  it 
will  propose  for  adopticm.  The  compli¬ 
ance  schedule  shall  include  a  date  by 
which  the  Commonwealth  shall  evaluate 
and  approve  devices  for  use  in  this  pro¬ 
gram.  Such  date  shall  be  no  later  than 
September  30, 1975. 

(g)  Failure  to  comply  with  any  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section  shall  render  the 
person  so  failing  to  comply  in  violation 
of  a  requirement  of  an  applicable  imple¬ 
mentation  plan  and  subject  to  enforce¬ 
ment  under  section  113  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act.  The  Commonwealth  will  be  consid¬ 
ered  to  have  failed  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  this  regulation  if  it  fails 
to  submit  on  time  the  required  compli¬ 
ance  schedule,  or  if  the  compliance 
schedule  when  submitted  does  not  con¬ 
tain  in  satisfactory  form  each  of  the 
elements  it  is  required  to  contain. 

§  52.2438  Control  of  evaporative  losses 
from  the  filling  of  vehicular  tanks. 

ta)  The  term  “gasoline”  means  any 
petroleum  distillate  having  a  Reid  vapor 
pressure  of  4  pounds  or  greater. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Commonwealth  of  Virginia  ptortion  of 
the  National  Capital  Interstate  Air  Qual¬ 
ity  Control  Region. 

(c)  A  person  shall  not  transfer  gaso¬ 
line  to  an  automotive  fuel  tank  from 
gasoline  dispensing  systems  unless  the 
transfer  is  made  through  a  fill  nozzle  de¬ 
signed  to; 

( 1 )  Effect  a  vapor-tight  fit  between  the 
fill  nozzle  and  filler  neck  of  the  automo¬ 
tive  fuel  tank  so  as  to  prevent  discharge 
of  hydrocarbon  vapors  to  the 
atmosphere. 

(2)  Direct  vapor  displaced  from  the 
automotive  fuel  tank  to  a  system  wherein 
at  least  90  percent  by  weight  of  the  or¬ 


ganic  compounds  in  displaced  vapors  are 
recovered. 

(3)  Prevent  automotive  fuel  tank 
overfills  or  spillage  on  fill  nozzle 
disconnect. 

(d)  The  system  referred  to  in  para¬ 
graph  (c)  of  this  section  can  con¬ 
sist  of  a  vapor-tight  vapor  return  line 
from  the  fill  nozzle  filler  neck  inter¬ 
face  to  the  dispensing  tank  or  to  an 
adsorption,  absorption,  incineration,  or 
refrigeration-condensation  system  or 
equivalent. 

(e)  Components  of  the  systems  re¬ 
quired  by  §  52.2439  paragraph  (c)  can  be 
used  for  comphance  with  paragraph  (c) 
of  this  section. 

(f)  If  demonstrated  to  the  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  the  Administrator  that  it  is  im¬ 
practical  to  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  paragrsqih  (c)  of  this  section  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  fill  neck  configuration,  location, 
or  other  design  features,  the  provisions 
of  this  paragraph  shall  not  apply  to 
tanks  or  vehicles  existing  at  the  time 
of  promulgation  of  this  regulation. 

(g)  The  Commonwealth  of  Virginia 
shall  divide  all  facilities  subject  to  this 
section  into  three  classes,  the  first  of 
which  shall  equal  approximately  70  per¬ 
cent  of  hydrocarbon  emissions  from  all 
gasoline  stations,  the  second  and  third 
classes  shall  each  equal  approximately 
15  percent  of  total  hydrocarbon  emis¬ 
sions  from  these  sources.  The  classes 
shall  be  known  as  Class  I,  Class  II,  and 
Class  m. 

(h)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(k)  of  this  section,  the  owner  or  opera¬ 
tor  of  a  source  included  in  Class  I  shall 
comply  with  the  increments  contained 
in  the  following  compliance  schedule: 

(1)  Contracts  for  emission  control 
systems  or  process  modifications  must  be 
awarded  or  orders  must  be  issued  for  the 
purchase  of  component  parts  to  accom¬ 
plish  emission  control  or  process  modifi¬ 
cation  not  later  than  March  31,  1974. 

(2)  Initiation  of  on-site  construction 
or  installation  of  emission  control  equip¬ 
ment  or  process  change  must  begin  not 
later  than  July  31, 1974. 

(3)  On-site  construction  or  installa¬ 
tion  of  emission  control  equipment  or 
process  modification  must  be  completed 
not  later  than  March  31, 1975. 

(4)  Final  compliance  is  to  be  achieved 
not  later  than  May  31, 1976. 

(5)  Any  owner  or  operator  of  station¬ 
ary  soiuxes,  subject  to  the  compliance 
schedule  in  this  paragraph  shall  certify 
to  the  Administrator,  within  5  days  after 
the  deadline  for  each  increment  of  prog¬ 
ress,  whether  or  not  the  required  in¬ 
crement  of  progress  has  been  met. 

(i)  The  owner  or  op>erator  of  a  source 
included  in  the  Class  n  shall  comply 
with  the  increments  contained  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  compliance  schedule: 

(1)  Contracts  for  emission  control 
systems  or  process  modifications  must  be 
awarded  or  orders  must  be  issued  for  the 
purchase  of  components  parts  to  accom¬ 
plish  emission  control  or  process  modi¬ 
fication  not  later  than  March  31, -1975. 

(2)  Initiation  of  on-slte  construction 
or  installation  of  emissions  control 
equipment  or  process  change  must  begin 
not  later  than  July  31, 1975. 


(3)  On-site  construction  or  installa¬ 
tion  of  emission  control  equipment  or 
process  modification  must  be  completed 
not  later  than  March  31, 1976. 

(4)  Final  compliance  is  to  be  achieved 
not  later  than  May  31, 1976. 

(5)  Any  owner  or  operator  of  station¬ 
ary  sources  subject  to  the  compliance 
schedule  in  this  paragraph  shall  certify 
to  the  Administrator,  within  5  days  after 
the  deadline  for  each  increment  of  prog¬ 
ress,  whether  or  not  the  required  incre¬ 
ment  of  progress  has  been  met. 

(j)  The  owner  or  operator  of  a  source 
included  in  Class  III  shall  comply  with 
the  increments  contained  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  compliance  schedule: 

(1)  Contracts  for  emission  control 
systems  or  process  modifications  must 
be  awarded  or  orders  must  be  issued  for 
the  purchase  of  component  parts  to  ac¬ 
complish  emission  control  or  process 
modification  not  later  than  March  31, 
1975. 

(2)  Initiation  of  on-site  construction 
or  installation  of  emissions  control 
equipment  or  process  change  must  begin 
not  later  than  July  31,  1976. 

^(3)  On-site  construction  or  installa¬ 
tion  of  emission  control  equipment  or 
process  modification  must  be  completed 
not  later  than  March  31,  1977. 

(4)  Final  compliance  is  to  be  achieved 
not  later  than  May  31,  1977. 

(5)  Any  owner  or  operator  of  sta¬ 
tionary  sources,  subject  to  compliance 
schedule  in  this  paragraph  shall  certify 
to  the  Administrator,  within  5  days  after 
the  deadline  for  each  increment  of  prog¬ 
ress,  whether  or  not  the  required  incre¬ 
ment  of  progress  has  been  met. 

(k)  Paragraph  (h)  and  (i)  of  this 
section  shall  not  apply: 

(l)  To  a  source  which  is  presently  in 
compliance  with  paragraph  (c)  of  this 
section  and  which  has  certified  such 
compliance  to  the  Administrator  by 
December  31,  1973.  The  Administrator 
may  request  whatever  information  he 
considers  necessary  for  proper  certifica¬ 
tion. 

(2)  To  a  source  for  which  a  compli¬ 
ance  schedule  is  adopted  by  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  and  approved  by  the 
Administrator. 

(3)  To  a  source  whose  owner  or  oper¬ 
ator  submits  to  the  Administrator,  by 
December  31,  1973,  a  proposed  alterna¬ 
tive  schedule.  No  such  schedule  may  pro¬ 
vide  for  compliance  after  May  31,  1975, 
in  the  case  of  Class  I  sources,  and 
May  31,  1976,  in  the  case  of  Class  II 
sources.  If  promulgated  by  the  Adminis¬ 
trator,  such  schedule  shall  satisfy  the 
requirements  of  this  paragraph  for  the 
affected  source. 

(1)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  pre¬ 
clude  the  Administrator  from  promul¬ 
gating  a  separate  schedule  for  any  source 
to  which  the  application  of  the  compli¬ 
ance  schedule  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this 
section  fails  to  satisfy  the  requirements 
of  S  51.15(b)  and  (c)  of  this  chapter. 

§  52.2439  Gasoline  transfer  vapor  eon- 
trol. 

(a)  The  term  “gasoline”  means  any 
petroleum  distillate  having  a  Reid  vapor 
pressure  of  four  (4)  pounds  or  greater. 
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(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Commonwealth  of  Virginia  portion  of 
the  National  Capital  Interstate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region. 

(c)  No  person  shall  transfer  gasoline 
from  any  delivery  vessel  into  any  sta¬ 
tionary  storage  container  with  a  capacity 
greater  than  250  gallons  unless  such 
container  is  equipped  with  a  submerged 
fill  pipe  and  unless  the  displaced  vapors 
from  the  storage  container  are  processed 
by  a  system  that  prevents  release  to  the 
atmosphere  of  no  less  than  90  percent 
by  weight  of  organic  compounds  in  said 
vapors  displaced  from  the  stationary 
container  location. 

(1)  The  vapor  recovery  portion  of  the 
system  shall  include  one  or  more  of  the 
following: 

(1)  A  vapor-tight  vapor  return  line 
from  the  storage  container  to  the  deli¬ 
very  vessel  and  a  device  that  will  ensure 
that  the  vapor  return  line  is  connected 
before  gasoline  can  be  transferred  into 
the  container. 

(ii)  Refrigeration-condensation  sys¬ 
tem  or  equivalent  designed  to  recover  no 
less  than  90  percent  by  weight  of  the 
organic  compounds  in  the  displaced 
vapor. 

(2)  The  vapor-laden  delivery  vessel 
shall  be  subject  to  the  following  condi¬ 
tions: 

(i)  The  delivery  vessel  must  be  so 
designed  and  maintained  as  to  be  vapor- 
tight  at  all  times. 

(ii)  The  vapor-laden  delivery  vessel 
may  be  refilled  only  at  facilities  equipped 
with  a  vap)or  recovery  system  or  the 
equivalent,  which  can  recover  at  least  90 
percent  by  weight  of  the  organic  com¬ 
pounds  in  the  vapor  displaced  from  the 
delivery  vessel  dm-ing  refilling. 

(d)  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (c) 
of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  the 
following : 

(1)  Stationary  containers  having  a 
capacity  less  than  550  gallons  used  ex¬ 
clusively  for  the  fueling  of  implements 
of  husbandry;  provided,  however,  said 
containers  are  equipped  with  submerged 
fill  pipes. 

(2)  Any  container  having  a  capacity 
less  than  2,000  gallons  installed  prior  to 
promulgation  of  this  paragraph. 

(3)  Transfer  made  to  storage  tanks 
equipped  with  floating  roofs  or  their 
equivalent. 

(e)  Compliance  schedule:  Except  as 
provided  in  paragraph  (f)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  the  owner  or  operator  of  any  source 
subject  to  this  section  shall  comply  with 
this  section  on  or  before  January  31, 
1974. 

(1)  Any  owner  or  operator  in  compli¬ 
ance  with  this  section  on  the  effective 
date  of  this  regulation  shall  certify  such 
compliance  to  the  Administrator  no  later 
than  120  days  following  the  effective  date 
of  this  section. 

(2)  Any  owner  or  operator  w’ho 
achieves  compliance  with  this  section 
after  the  effective  date  of  this  section 
shall  certify  such  compliance  to  the 
Administrator  within  5  days  of  the  date 
compliance  is  achieved. 

(f)  Any  owner  or  operator  of  a  source 
subject  to  paragraph  (e)  of  this  section 
may,  not  later  than  120  days  following 


the  effective  date  of  this  section,  submit 
to  the  Administrator  for  approval  a  pro¬ 
posed  compliance  schedule  that  demon¬ 
strates  compliance  wdth  the  provisions 
specified  in  paragraph  (e)  of  this  section 
as  exijeditiously  as  practicable  but  no 
later  than  June  30,  1975.  The  compliance 
schedule  shall  provide  for  increments  of 
progress  toward  compliance.  The  dates 
for  achievement  of  such  increments  of 
progress  shall  be  specified.  Increments  of 
progress  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited 
to:  Submittal  of  final  control  plan  to 
the  Administrator:  letting  of  necessary 
contracts  for  construction  or  process 
changes  or  issuance  of  orders  for  the 
purchase  of  component  parts  to  accom¬ 
plish  emission  control  or  process  modifi¬ 
cation;  initiation  of  on-site  construction 
or  installation  of  emission  control  equip¬ 
ment  or  process  modification;  comple¬ 
tion  of  on-site  construction  or  installa¬ 
tion  of  emission  control  equipment  or 
process  modification;  and  final  compli¬ 
ance. 

(g)  Any  owner  or  operator  who  sub¬ 
mits  a  compliance  schedule  pursuant  to 
this  paragraph  shall,  within  5  days  after 
the  deadline  for  each  increment  of  prog¬ 
ress,  certify  to  the  Administrator  whether 
or  not  the  required  increment  of  the 
approved  compliance  schedule  has  been 
met. 

§  52.2440  Control  of  hydrocarbon  emis- 
8ions  from  efilnent  oil-water  separa¬ 
tors. 

(a)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Virginia  Portion  of  the  National  Capital 
Interstate  Air  Quality  Control  Region. 

(b)  After  December  30,  1973,  a  person 
shall  not  use  any  compartment  of  any 
vessel  or  device  operated  for  the  recov¬ 
ery  of  oil  from  effluent  water  which  re¬ 
covers  200  gallons  a  day  or  more  of  any 
petroleum  products  from  any  equipment 
wliich  processes,  refines,  stores  or  han¬ 
dles  hydrocarbons  with  a  vapor  pressure 
of  1.5  pounds  per  square  inch  absolute 
or  greater  under  actual  storage  con¬ 
ditions  unless  such  compartment  is 
equipped  with  one  of  the  following  vapor 
loss  control  devices,  except  when  gaug¬ 
ing  or  sampling  is  taking  place; 

(1)  A  solid  cover  with  all  openings 
sealed  and  totally  enclosing  the  liquid 
contents  of  that  compartment. 

(2)  A  floating  pontoon  or  double-deck 
type  cover,  equipped  with  closure  seals  to 
enclose  any  space  betw'een  the  cover’s 
edge  and  compartment  wall. 

(3)  A  vapor  recovery  system,  w’hich  re¬ 
duces  the  emission  of  all  hydrocarbon 
vapors  and  gases  into  the  atmosphere 
by  at  least  90  percent  by  w'eight. 

(4)  Other  equipment  of  an  efficiency 
equal  to  or  greater  than  1,  2,  or  3  if  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator. 

Tliis  section  shall  not  apply  to  any  oil- 
effluent  water  separator  used  exclusively 
in  conjunction  with  the  production  of 
crude  oil  if  the  water  fraction  of  the  oil- 
water  effluent  entering  the  separator  con¬ 
tains  less  than  5  parts  per  million  hy¬ 
drogen  sulfide,  organic  sulfides,  or  a  com¬ 
bination  thereof. 


§  52.2441  Peak  hour  delivery  ban  reg¬ 
ulation. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  Peak  Hours.  The  hours  6:00  a.m.  to 
9:30  ajn.  Monday  through  Saturday. 

(2)  Delivery  Ban.  A  program  to  reduce 
emissions  from  in-use  heavy  duty  gas¬ 
oline  powered  vehicles  employed  to  de¬ 
liver  goods  within  the  specified  peak 
hours. 

(3)  Heavy  Duty  Gasoline  Powered  Ve¬ 
hicle.  Any  motor  vehicle  either  desig¬ 
nated  primarily  for  transportation  of 
property  and  rated  more  than  6,000 
poimds  GVW  and  which  is  powered  by 
a  gasoline  burning  engine.  This  shall  not 
include  mail  trucks,  and  emergency  type 
vehicles  such  as  fire  trucks  and  police 
wagons, 

(4)  All  other  terms  used  in  this  section 
which  are  defined  in  40  CFR  Part  51, 
Appendix  N  are  used  herein  with  the 
meaning  so  defined. 

(b)  This  regulation  is  applicable  in  the 
Commonwealth  of  Virginia  portion  of 
the  National  Capital  Interstate  Air  Qual¬ 
ity  Control  Region. 

(c)  The  Commonwealth  of  Virginia 
coimties  of  Arlington,  Fairfax,  and 
Loudoun  and  all  incorporated  cities  lo¬ 
cated  within  such  coimty  shall  establish 
a  peak  hour,  heavy  duty  gasoline  pow¬ 
ered  vehicle  use  prohibition  on  streets 
and  highways  over  which  each  entity 
has  ownership  and  control.  No  later  than 
February  1,  1974,  each  governmental  en¬ 
tity  shall  submit  to  the  Administrator  a 
legally  enforceable  program  which  shall 
include; 

(1)  provisions  for  initiation  of  the  ban 
no  later  than  June  30,  1974. 

(2)  the  prohibition  shall  state  that 
heavy  duty  gasoline  pow'ered  vehicles 
making  deliveries  in  violation  of  the  pro¬ 
hibition  shall  either  be  towed  away,  or 
the  owner  and/or  operator  subject  to  a 
fine  of  up  to  $100,  or  both. 

(d)  The  Commonwealth  of  Virginia, 
counties  and  all  incorporated  cities  with¬ 
in  such  counties  subject  to  this  section 
shall  submit,  no  later  than  February  1, 
1974,  a  detailed  compliance  schedule 
showing  the  steps  it  will  take  to  establish 
and  enforce  a  peak  hour  delivery  ban. 
Tlie  compliance  schedule  shall  include 
the  date  by  which  the  jurisdictions  will 
recommend  needed  regulations  to  the  ap¬ 
propriate  body,  and  will  identify  the 
state,  county,  or  city  official  responsible 
for  enforcement. 

(e)  Failure  to  comply  with  any  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  regulation  shall  render  such 
person  in  violation  of  a  requirement  of 
an  applicable  implementation  plan  and 
subject  to  enforcement  action  imder  sec¬ 
tion  113  of  the  Clean  Air  Act.  A  state  or 
other  governmental  entity  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  to  have  failed  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  this  section  if  it  fails  to 
timely  submit  any  required  compliance 
schedule. 

§  52.2112  I.iniilalion  uf  off-street  park¬ 
ing. 

(a)  This  section  shall  apply  only  in 
the  event  that  the  Administrator  finds 
that  the  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  fails 
to  take  one  or  more  of  the  following 
steps  to  Implement  the  $2.00  surcharge 
(or  an  equivalent  measure) : 
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(1)  Complete  study  identifying  loca¬ 
tions  where  surcharge  or  equivalent 
measure  shall  apply  and  submit  to  the 
Administrator  by  May  30,  1974. 

(2>  Submit  to  the  Administrator 
legally  adopted  regulations  of  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Virginia  or  other  govern¬ 
mental  entities  to  collect  the  surcharge 
or  impose  the  equivalent  measure  by 
June  30,  1974. 

(3)  Institute  the  collection  of  the  sur¬ 
charge  or  impose  the  equivalent  measure 
in  those  areas  identified  in  the  study  by 
April  1,  1975. 

(b)  In  the  event  the  Commonwealth 
of  Virginia  chooses  to  adopt  any  “equiv¬ 
alent  measure”  to  this  surcharge,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Virginia  must  submit 
to  the  Administrator  by  December  31, 
1973,  information  demonstrating  that 
such  measure  will  in  fact  achieve  the 
required  result.  Failure  to  demonstrate 
this  fact  adequately  will  cause  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  to  determine  that  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Virginia  is  failing  to 
implement  the  surcharge. 

(c)  In  the  event  that  the  Administra¬ 
tor  determines  that  the  Commonwealth 
of  Virginia  is  failing  to  implement  the 
$2.00  surcharge  (or  an  equivalent  meas¬ 
ure)  he  shall  make  this  determination 
public  in  the  Federal  Register,  and  this 
section  shall  then  be  immediately 
effective. 

(d)  Definition; 

(1)  The  term  “off-street  parking  facil¬ 
ity”  means  any  land  or  building  or  por¬ 
tion  of  a  building  set  aside  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  storing  a  maximum  capacity  of 
10  or  more  vehicles  on  a  temporary  basis. 

(e)  Each  governmental  entity,  public 
agency,  private  corporation,  partnership 
or  sole  proprietor  owning  or  operating  an 
off-street  parking  facility  located  within 
the  Commonw^ealth  of  Virginia  portion 
of  the  National  Capital  Interstate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region  shall,  within  30 
days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  regula¬ 
tion,  report  to  the  Administrator  the 
number  of  parking  spaces  in  each  such 
facility  under  its  ownership  or  control  of 
the  effective  date  of  this  regulation.  The 
number  used  solely  for  the  storage  of 
vehicles  of  persons  who  reside  within 
mile  of  the  facility  shall  not  be  counted. 

(f)  Each  such  owner  or  operator  of 
any  off-street  parking  facility  located 
within  the  area  specified  in  paragraph 

(c)  of  this  section  shall  reduce  the  num¬ 
ber  of  affected  parking  spaces  in  each 
such  facility  from  the  number  in  exist¬ 
ence  as  of  the  date  this  regulation  be¬ 
comes  effective  according  to  the  follow¬ 
ing  schedule: 

(1)  Within  90  days  of  the  effective 
date — a  5  percent  reduction; 

(2)  Within  120  days  of  the  effective 
date — a  10  percent  reduction; 

(3)  Within  180  days  of  the  effective 
date — a  15  percent  reduction; 

<g)  Each  such  owner  or  operator  of 
an  off-street  parking  facility  subject  to 
the  requirements  of  this  section  shall 
submit  to  the  Administrator,  no  later 
than  60  days  after  the  effective  date  of 
this  section,  a  detailed  compliance  sched¬ 
ule  showing  the  steps  it  will  take  to 
achieve  the  required  reduction  in  park¬ 
ing  spaces.  Such  schedule  shall  provide 
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for  the  marking  in  some  manner  obvious 
to  the  public  (such  as  painting  over,  rop¬ 
ing  off,  or  the  like)  of  the  eliminate 
spaces  on  which  parking  is  not  permitted 
pursuant  to  this  section. 

(h)  Failure  to  submit  a  compliance 
schedule  as  required  by  this  section  shall 
render  the  person  or  governmental  entity 
so  failing  in  violation  of  a  requirement 
of  an  applicable  implementation  plan 
and  subject  to  enforcement  action  under 
section  113  of  the  Clean  Air  Act.  Any 
owner  or  operator  of  an  off-street  park¬ 
ing  facility  who  allows  any  vehicle  to  be 
parked  on  any  parking  space  which  has 
been  eliminated  pursuant  to  this  section, 
or  who  fails  to  mark  clearly  those  spaces 
which  have  been  eliminated,  shall  like¬ 
wise  be  in  violation  and  subject  to  en¬ 
forcement. 

§  52.2443  Management  of  parking  sup¬ 
ply. 

(a)  This  section  shall  apply  only  in  the 
event  that  the  Administrator  finds  that 
the  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  fails  to 
take  one  or  more  of  the  following  steps 
to  implement  the  $2.00  surcharge  (or  an 
equivalent  measure) ; 

(1)  Complete  study  identifying  loca¬ 
tions  where  surcharge  or  equivalent 
measure  shall  apply  and  submit  to  the 
Administrator  by  May  30,  1974. 

(2)  Submit  to  the  Administrator  leg¬ 
ally  adopted  regulations  of  the  Common¬ 
wealth  of  Virginia  or  other  governmental 
entities  to  collect  the  surcharge  or  im¬ 
pose  the  equivalent  measure  by  June  30, 
1974. 

(3)  Institute  the  collection  of  the  sur¬ 
charge  or  impose  the  equivalent  meas¬ 
ures  in  those  areas  identified  in  the  study 
by  April  1,  1975. 

(b)  In  the  event  the  Commonwealth 
of  Virginia  chooses  to  adopt  any  “equiv¬ 
alent  measure”  to  this  surcharge,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Virginia  must  submit 
to  the  Administrator  by  December  31, 
1973,  information  demonstrating  that 
such  measure  will  in  fact  achieve  the 
required  result.  Failure  to  demonstrate 
this  fact  adequately  will  cause  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  to  determine  that  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Virginia  is  failing  to  im¬ 
plement  the  surcharge. 

(c)  In  the  event  that  the  Administra¬ 
tor  determines  that  the  Commonwealth 
of  Virginia  is  failing  to  implement  the 
$2.00  surcharge  (or  an  equivalent  meas¬ 
ure)  he  shall  make  this  determination 
public  in  the  Federal  Register,  and  this 
section  shall  then  be  immediately  effec¬ 
tive. 

(d)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Construction”  means  fabrication, 
erection,  or  installation  of  a  parking  fa¬ 
cility,  or  any  conversion  of  land  to  use 
as  a  parking  facility. 

(2)  “Modification”  means  any  change 
to  a  parking  facility  which  increases  the 
vehicle  capacity  of  such  facility. 

(3)  “Enlargement”  means  any  phsyical 
change  or  addition  to  a  parking  facility 
which  increases  the  vehicle  capacity  of 
such  facility.  • 

(4)  “Commenced”  means  that  an 
owner  or  operator  has  undertaken  a  con¬ 
tinuous  program  of  construction,  modi¬ 
fication,  or  enlargement. 


(5)  “Parking  facility”  (also  called  “fa¬ 
cility”)  means  any  facility,  building, 
structure,  or  lot  or  portion  thereof  used 
primarily  for  temporary  storage  of  motor 
vehicles. 

(e)  No  person,  after  the  effective  date 
of  this  section,  shall  commence  construc¬ 
tion  of  any  new  parking  facility  or  modi¬ 
fication  or  enlargement  of  any  existing 
parking  facility  until  he  has  first  received 
from  the  Administrator  or  from  an 
agency  approved  by  the  Administrator  a 
permit  stating  the  construction,  modifi¬ 
cation  or  enlargement  of  such  facility 
will  not  interfere  with  the  attainment  or 
maintenance  of  applicable  Federal  air 
quality  standards. 

(f)  In  order  for  any  agency  to  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  issuing  permits  for  construction 
of  any  new  parking  facility  or  any  modi¬ 
fication  or  enlargement  of  any  existing 
parking  facility,  such  agency  shall  dem¬ 
onstrate  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  that: 

(1)  Requirements  for  permit  applica¬ 
tions  and  issuance  have  been  established. 
Such  requirements  shall  include,  but  not 
be  limited  to,  a  requirement  that  before 
a  permit  may  be  issued,  the  following 
findings  of  fact  or  factually  supported 
projections  must  be  made: 

(1)  The  location  of  the  facility. 

(ii)  The  total  motor  vehicle  capacity 
before  and  after  the  construction,  modi¬ 
fication,  or  enlargement  of  the  facility. 

(iii)  The  normal  hours  of  operation  of 
the  facility  and  the  enterprises  and  ac¬ 
tivities  which  it  serves. 

(iv)  The  number  of  people  using  or 
engaging  in  any  enterprises  or  activities 
which  the  facility  will  serve. 

(V)  The  number  of  motor  vehicles 
using  the  facility  on  an  average  hourly 
basis  and  a  peak  hour  basis. 

(vi)  A  projection  of  the  geographic 
areas  in  the  community  from  which  peo¬ 
ple  and  motor  vehicles  will  be  drawn  to 
the  facility.  Such  projections  shall  in¬ 
clude  data  concerning  the  availability 
of  public  transit  from  such  areas. 

(2)  Criteria  for  issuance  of  permits 
have  been  established  and  published. 
Such  criteria  shall  include,  but  shall  not 
be  limited  to: 

(i)  Full  consideration  of  all  facts  con¬ 
tained  in  the  application. 

(ii)  Provisions  that  no  permit  shall  be 
issued  if  such  permit  will  result  in  the 
increase  of  VMT  within  any  area,  the 
air  quality  of  which  fails  to  meet  appli¬ 
cable  Federal  air  quality  standards. 

(3)  Agency  procedures  provide  that 
no  permit  for  the  construction,  enlarge¬ 
ment  or  modification  of  a  parking  facil¬ 
ity  covered  by  this  section  shall  be  issued 
without  notice  and  opportunity  for  pub¬ 
lic  hearing.  The  public  hearing  may  be 
of  the  legislative  type  the  notice  shall 
conform  to  the  requirements  of  40  CFR 
Part  51.4(b) ;  and  the  Agency  rules  of 
procedure  may  provide  that  if  no  notice 
of  intent  to  participate  in  the  hearing  is 
received  from  any  member  of  the  public 
(other  than  the  applicant)  prior  to  7 
days  before  the  scheduled  hearing  date, 
no  hearing  need  be  held.  Such  a  require¬ 
ment,  if  imposed,  shall  be  noted  promi¬ 
nently  in  the  required  notice  of  hearing. 

[FR  Doc.73-15630  Filed  8-l-73;8:45  am] 
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